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Introduction 
G E N E V I E V E  M .  CASEY 
WITHIN A YEAR of the appearance of this issue of 
Library Trends, the great quadrennial debate will be under way. Both (or 
all three) political parties will be formulating policy on many issues, 
including the role of the federal government in the support of libraries. 
Much of the library legislation of the last twenty years is close to 
expiration now, and all of it is subject to question as new priorities are 
formulated in all areas of public policy. In order to plan wisely for the 
future, it is urgent that the library community-librarians, trustees and 
library users-understand what the impact has been of the federal aid 
to libraries which has been enacted since 1956. The needs of people for 
library and information services in 1976 and 1980 are not necessarily 
what they were in the 1950s and 1960s. More of the same kind of 
support may not be justifiable. We need to review our  experience of the 
last twenty years, to determine which elements of library legislation 
have been most or least effective, to what degree the legislation has 
accomplished the objectives set for it by the library profession and the 
Congress, and what should be changed, continued and originated in 
the years ahead. 
The  Publications Committee ofLi6rury Trends conceived this issue as 
a compendium of data about federal aid to libraries, which would help 
the library community to reach a concensus about future needs and 
direct ions. 
A caveat is in order about what this issue does not attempt. It is not 
concerned with the support and administration of the hundreds of 
libraries maintained by various federal agencies-legislative, judicial or 
executive-such as the Library of Congress, the National Library of 
Medicine, the National Library of Agriculture, the Army, Navy and 
Marine libraries, etc. A discussion of these libraries and the federal 
Genevieve M. Casey is Professor of Library Science, Wayne State University, Detroit, 
Michigan. 
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committee which coordinates them might well be the theme of a 
subsequent Trends issue. 
This issue does not attempt to identify all problem-oriented research 
on information science conducted and/or sponsored by various federal 
agencies, although Paul Janaske’s article does refer to some of this 
research, I t  does not trace the Library of Congress’s research and 
development which has resulted in the intellectual and technological 
breakthrough of MARC, although Alan Smith’s article on the Higher 
Education Act does acknowledge the importance of this development. 
The  legislation which created the National Commission on Libraries 
and  Information Science and  the more recent resolution which 
authorized a White House Conference on  Libraries may have 
enormous significance for the future of American library service. 
However, because these programs are  not intended to provide 
financial aid to libraries, they are not within the scope of this issue. 
Finally, no article on the impact of the Medical Library Assistance 
Act and related legislation has been included here, not because it falls 
outside scope, but because, one year ago, in the J ~ l y1974 issue of 
Library Trends, Louise Darling traced the history and impact of this 
legislation in her article, “Changes in Information Delivery since 1960 
in Health Science Libraries.” 
This issue includes two articles about the Library Services Act of 
1956 and its successor, the Library Services and Construction Act, the 
public library legislation which pioneered all other federal support of 
local libraries. James Fry traces the legislative history of these acts, 
highlighting the issues, the debates, and the people who made it all 
happen.  Joseph Shubert ,  state librarian of Ohio,  calls upon his 
personal experience and those of his colleagues in other state libraries 
to measure the impact of this legislation on the extent and quality of 
American public library services. 
Several articles probe the effect of Title I1 of the Higher Education 
Act (HEA). Alan Smith concentrates on its legislative history and the 
impact of Title 11-A in providing resources to academic libraries. Sarah 
Reed, formerly a member of the U.S. Office of Education staff 
administering Title 11-B, discusses federally funded training for 
librarianship-fellowships and institutes under HEA 11-B as well as 
training opportunities under other legislation such as the National 
Defense Education Act, the Educational Professions Development Act, 
the Older Americans Act, and the Medical Library Assistance Act. Paul 
Janaske  summar izes  t h e  accomplishments  of research a n d  
demonstrat ion conducted u n d e r  HEA 11-B a n d  o the r  federal  
legislation. 
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Margaret Grazier focuses on  Title I1 of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act-its history, objectives, provisions and 
effects-as well as the impact on libraries of Titles I and I11 of ESEA. 
Henry Drennan surveys major miscellaneous programs such as the 
Vocational Education Act and the Older Americans Act which do  not 
focus primarily on aid to libraries, but contain provisions which can and 
have offered significant support to library programs. 
No survey of federal aid to libraries could be complete without a 
discussion of the role which the American Library Association has 
played in the support and framing of library legislation. Eileen Cooke 
not only traces the history of this involvement, but also underscores the 
role which individual librarians, trustees and library users-as well as 
state, local and regional library associations-must play in framing and 
defending future legislation. 
The  authors bring the history of each act to the present, and 
explicitly or  implicitly pose several substantive questions: 
1. 	Does the federal government have a continuing role in the support 
of local and state libraries? 
2. Assuming that the federal government should share with local and 
state government in the support of libraries, what is each level’s 
“fair share”? 
3. 	 Should federal funds be conceived as demonstration/incentive/ 
experimentayseed money, o r  as on-going operational support? 
4. 	Assuming that the federal government should have a share in the 
support of local libraries, to what extent should priorities among 
various directions of library service be nationally determined? 
5 .  	Should federal funds to libraries be categorical, reflecting national 
priorities, o r  in block grants with maximum local determination of 
priority (as in revenue sharing)? 
6. 	Should federal funds be channeled through state libraries to insure 
statewide planning, o r  directly to local libraries, thus possibly 
reducing administrative cost? 
These and other questions have no easy answers, but within a few 
months the library community must reach a concensus about them if it 
is to make a responsible contribution to the 1976 debate. 
The  contributors and the editor of this issue ofLibra9 Trends hope 
that the information presented here will offer useful base data for 
making wise decisions in the crucial months ahead. 
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LSA and LSCA, 1956-1973: A Legislative 
History 
JAMES W. FRY 
THISARTICLE TRACES the legislative development of 
the Library Services Act (LSA) of 1956 and the Library Services and 
Construction Act (LSCA) of 1964. The study is based primarily on 
accounts in the Congressional Record; other materials examined were 
newsletters, periodicals, books and newspapers. 
The public library is a vital agency in supporting the cultural and 
intellectual development of the community. Merle Curti stated that the 
library is “one of the most distinctive and influential agencies of our 
cultural life.”’ Andrew Carnegie believed that libraries were as 
essential to human development as elementary education.2 Carnegie 
had dramatized the v a l q  of libraries by giving millions of dollars for 
their support. From 1890 to 1917, Carnegie contributed $41 million 
for library building^.^ Prior to 1917, the establishment of public 
libraries was ahead of the development of library service and 
education. After 1917, there was a shift in emphasis from new 
buildings to support of library service and e d ~ c a t i o n . ~  The Carnegie 
Corporation continued to supply funds for the improvement of library 
service. From 1917 to 1961, it provided $21,676 for library school 
fellowships, sponsorship of conferences, and support of graduate 
library schools, studies and publications.5 
While the Carnegie Corporation continued its support of the 
American public library, there still remained a great need for 
improvement of library services. The 1940 census set the population of 
the United States at 13 1,669,275.6 Surveys conducted by the American 
Library Association (ALA) found that 35 million Americans were 
effectively cut off from any convenient contact with any library, and 
that one county in five across the nation had no library service of any 
kind. It was revealed that 53 million people had access only to libraries 
James W. Fry is Head, Catalog Center, the State Library of Ohio, Columbus, Ohio. 
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that were inadequate. Even those states which had made the most 
progress toward improving their library services failed to overcome the 
inadequacy of their library programs. In  order to solve these massive 
library deficiencies, it became very clear that some kind of federal 
assistance would be necessary, While total federal control of public 
libraries was objectionable, some kind of federal legislation to aid states 
and localities in increasing the number and improving the quality of 
their libraries was thought possible.' However, the Great Depression of 
the 1930s, followed by World War I1 in the early 1940s, postponed the 
development of  federal aid to public libraries until after World War 11. 
Edmon Low maintains that the quarter century following World 
War I1 was marked by a rising social consciousness among the 
American people. There was a belief that the people of this country 
had an obligation to help the other, less fortunate people of the world. 
These international efforts were characterized by the development of 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Southeast 
Treaty Organization (SEATO), President Truman's  Four Point 
Program for underdeveloped countries, and later the Peace Corps, 
developed under the Kennedy administration.8 
After World War 11, Americans became increasingly conscious of  
their own domestic social probrems: inequality of opportunity for large 
segments of the population, the problems of such areas as Appalachia 
and rural areas of the South and Southwest, and the plight of the 
migrant worker. Other  social concerns included fighting racial 
discrimination and inequality of educational opportunity, securing the 
right to vote with equal representation of all peoples, the attack on 
poverty, and confronting problems associated with environment and 
ecology. Education and research would play a significant role in the 
solution of these problems. Libraries were and still are basic and vital to 
research. The  publications explosion after the war made evident the 
need for materials to be arranged, indexed and made available. It 
became clear that libraries needed recognition and ass i s tan~e .~  
In 1944, adequate public library service was available to less than 
one-half of the American population. Most rural areas had no service 
at all. Most areas with library service had limited book resources and 
personnel. In order to deal with the social problems of the day, and 
with the demands for research, improved education, and a better 
informed electorate, libraries required particular attention. As the 
country turned to Congress for legislation to create and fund social 
programs, libraries became an important part of that process.l0 
As early as 1944, the concept of federal aid to libraries began to 
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emerge. The  bill which later became the Library Services Act was 
first conceived by a meeting of librarians in Washington, D.C. T h e  
group included Ralph R. Shaw, librarian of the Department of 
Agriculture; Paul Howard, the first director of the newly established 
ALA Washington Office; and Carl Milam, executive secretary of the 
ALA. The  bill was first introduced to the Senate in 1946 by Senator 
Lister Hill of Alabama. Many disappointing setbacks and failures 
followed during the next decade. Finally in 1956, H.R. 2840, which was 
authored by Representative Edith Green of Oregon, passed both the 
House and Senate. On June 19, 1956, the bill was signed into law by 
President Eisenhower.' Edmon Low contends that the Library 
Services Act can certainly be regarded as the father of modern library 
legislation. 
T H E  LIBRARY SERVICES ACT OF 1956 
A lJ.S. Office of Education study conducted in 1956 revealed that 26 
million rural residents were without any public library service and that 
more than 300 rural counties had no public library within their 
borders. The  study also reported that an additional 50 million rural 
residents had only inadequate service.i2 The  Library Services Act of 
1956 was a significant step forward in providing improved library 
services for these neglected areas. 
Representative Edith Green authored H.R. 2840, which became the 
basis for the LSA. Green was the champion of federal aid for public 
libraries. On May 8, 1956, she fought for the passage of the bill before 
the House and argued that: 
The  Department of Defense is asking this year for over $1 ?4billion 
to develop better weapons, . . , What better weapon can we have in 
a struggle based o n  science, technology-and above all on  
ideas-than educated minds? Books for the education of young 
people are as much our  strength in time of war as is armament for 
tanks and planes. And the best evidence of the truth of that is the fact 
that since the war in Korea over three-fourths of a million young 
Americans have been rejected by Selective Service for educational 
deficiencies. That  is an appalling waste of resources for defense, and 
is even a more appalling commentary on our  educational neglect. It 
seems to me it is an unanswerable argument for the need of this 
particular bill.13 
H.R. 2840 had  the bipartisan sponsorship of  twenty-seven 
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Representatives and  sixteen Senators. T h e  ALA was a s t rong 
supporter of this bill, which was also endorsed by the following national 
organizations: American Association of University Women, American 
Booksellers Association, American Federation of Labor, American 
Home Economics Association, AMVETS, Association for Childhood 
Education, Congress of Industrial Organizations, Cooperative League, 
Farmers Union, General Federation of Women’s Clubs, International 
Association of Machinists, National Council of Chief State School 
Officers, National Education Association, National Congress of 
Colored Parents and Teachers, National Congress of Parents and 
teacher^,'^ Catholic Library Association, Council of National Library 
Associations, National Council of Teachers of English, and Special 
Libraries Association. 
On May 5, 1956, an editorial in the New York Times extolled the public 
library as a vital symbol of  educational opportunity and encouraged 
Congress to pass H.R. 2840.15 O n  May 8, 1956, the House o f  
Representatives passed the Library Services Bill.ls The  American 
Library Association encouraged its members to write special letters of 
thanks to House members who were key leaders in passing the bill.” 
Senator Lister Hill (D., Alabama), Chairman of the Senate Labor and 
Public Welfare Committee, was the chief supporter of the Library 
Services Bill in the Senate, which passed it on June 6, 1956.18 
On June 19, 1956, President Eisenhower signed the Library Services 
Bill, and it became Public Law 597 of the 84th Congress, 2d Session. 
President Eisenhower stated, “The Library Services Bill, which I have 
today signed into law, represents an effort to stimulate the States and 
local communities to increase library services available to rural 
Americans. It shows promise of leading to a significant enrichment of 
the lives of millions of Americans, which, I am confident will be 
continued by the States when this limited Federal program comes to an 
end.”l9 
The  LSA was to provide an annual appropriation of $7.5 million for 
the extension and improvement of rural public library service; it was to 
remain in effect until June 30, 1961. The  following major provisions 
were included in the act: 
Funds are allotted to the States on the basis of their rural population 
and are matched by the States on their per capita income. 
Rural area is defined as any place of 10,000 population or less. 
Funds under a State plan may be used for salaries, books, and other 
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library materials, library equipment, and other operating expenses, 
but not for the erection of buildings or purchase of land. 
The State library extension agency in each State prepares and 
submits to the U.S. Commissioner of Education a plan which will in 
its judgment, assure the use of funds to maximum advantage. 
The provisions of this Act shall not be so construed as to interfere 
with State and local initiative and responsibility in the conduct of 
public library servicesaZ0 
Table 1 lists appropriations for the LSA from 1957 to 1960. 
TABLE 1 
LIBRARY SERVICE ACT APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1957 TO 1960 
Fiscal Budget House Senate 
year estimate allowance allowance Appropriation 
1957 $7,500,000 * $7,500,000 $2,050,000 
1958 3,000,000 $5,000,000 5,000,000 5,000,000 
1959 3,000,000 5,000,000 6,000,000 6,000,000 
1960 5,150,000 6,000,000 7,500,000 6,000,000 
*The House did not consider request; late supplemental submitted to the Senate. 
Source: Congressional Record, 86 Cong., 2 Sess. (1960), CVI, Pt. 1, p. 547. 
The LSA had a significant effect on improving library services for 
rural America. From 1956 to 1961, “state library extension agencies 
[have been] able to offer increased leadership, larger collections of 
library materials, and expanded facilities and services for rural library 
development.”21 More than 5 million books and other informational 
and educational materials were added to the cultural resources of rural 
communities. Approximately 200 new bookmobiles extended library 
services to people in remote areas. Increased library usage as a result of 
library development projects were impressive. Many county and 
regional library projects reported increased book circulation of 40 
percent or more.22 
Comments from the following states illustrate the effectiveness of 
the Library Services Act: 
California: A processing center was established at the State Library 
to serve 16 member libraries. . , . Florida: Increased book 
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purchases resulted in a 32 percent increase in interlibrary loans. . . . 
Kentucky: The  greatest single accomplishment has been to bring 
large numbers of rural people-farmers, housewives, unemployed, 
small businessmen, day laborers, and workers of all kinds-into 
libraries and bookmobiles. , , . Maryland: Two new county libraries 
were established, and 13 county libraries improved their services. 
. . . Minnesota: The  Library Services Act stimulated the enactment 
o f  the first State grant program for public libraries. Five new 
regional libraries serving five counties were established. Library 
service was made available for the first time to 68,000 rural residents 
and improved services to 269,000 patrons. , . . New Hampshire: 
Four new bookmobiles were purchased. Interlibrary loans increased 
47 percent. . . . Ohio: Annual book purchases for the State Library 
were tripled. Bookmobile grants were made to five counties. A series 
of workshops on book selection and reference work were held. . . . 
Vermont: Five new bookmobiles, nine staff members, and new 
library equipment strengthened the State’s library program.23 
Prior to 1961, Indiana was the only state that did not accept funds 
offered by the LSA; Governor Harold Handley of Indiana refused to 
accept federal funds for libraries. Handley was quoted as saying, 
“H o o s ier s ~v o ~i1d be brain w as he d w i t h bo ok s h and  pick e d by 
Washington bureaucrats.” It was obvious that he had not read the act, 
which specified that the “administration of public libraries, the 
selection of personnel and library books shall be reserved to the States 
and their local s~ibdivis ions.”~~ U.S. Representative John Brademas of 
Indiana labeled Handley’s policy obstinate and  shortsighted. 
Brademas estimated that there were 800,000 people in Indiana 
without library service. During the first four years of LSA funding, 
Handley pushed aside approximately $700,000 for improved library 
services.25 
T H E  1960 EXTENSION O F  THE LIBRARY SERVICES ACT 
During the first week of the second session of the 86th Congress, 
seven bills were introduced to extend the LSA for five more years. The  
bill which received the most support was S. 2830, introduced on 
January 14, 1960, by Senator Lister Hill (D., Alabama), Chairman of the 
Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee. Fifty-one Senators 
co-sponsored this Senator Hill argued that, “in spite of the 
tremendous gains made in the extension of library services where they 
did not exist in the past, there is a great need for the extension of this 
[121 LIBRARY TRENDS 
LSA and LSCA:Legislative History 
legislation. By the end of fiscal 1961, when this program will expire, 
there will still be millions of rural children and adults who have not had 
the opportunity to benefit from library programs under the Library 
Services Act. It is estimated that only half of thejob will be done, that at 
least 40 million rural residents will still have no public library service, o r  
inadequate service, and that 150 rural counties will still have no public 
library service within their border^."^' On May 26, 1960, the Senate 
passed S. 2830 without a dissenting vote.28 
Carl Elliott (D,,Alabama) was the major supporter in the House for 
the extension of the Library Services Act. Elliott called the LSA one of 
the most worthwhile programs of the federal g o ~ e r n m e n t . ~ ~  Elliott 
received the following letter concerning his fight for the extension of 
the Library Services Act: 
U.S. Senate 
Washington, D.C., August 19, 1960 
Hon. Carl Elliott 

House of Representatives 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear Carl: 
I should like to congratulate you on the magnificent fight you have 
made to assure the extension of the Library Services Act. I am 
confident that when the House acts under a suspension of rules on 
August 22 the bill will be passed. 
As you know, I have long had a similar interest in the extension of 
this act, and supported it both in committee and when it passed the 
Senate. 
When this program w a s  first inaugurated in 1956, some 76 million 
people in rural communities had little o r  no library service. By the 
stimulus provided by this program, in which 49 of the 50 States now 
participate on a matching basis, library facilities have been available 
to even the smallest towns. I understand that some 5 million books 
have been purchased, and 200 bookmobiles have been put in 
operation. The  program is an important asset to our  Nation. It helps 
provide both recreation for our  minds and strength and vitality for 
our  human resources. 
With every good wish, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 

John F. Kennedy30 
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Opposition to S. 2830 in the House was scattered and largely 
ineffectual. The  entire debate against the bill revolved around federal 
aid and was not directed against libraries. The  floor opposition was led 
by Frank T. Bow (R., Ohio), who cautioned the members of the House 
that, “there is nothing as permanent as a temporary agency in 
W a ~ h i n g t o n . ” ~ ~Bow closed his argument against extension of the LSA 
by asking, “Do we believe in States’ rights or  do we not? If we do, we 
must recognize State responsibility. And I submit that one of those 
responsibilities is to take care of our  l i b r a r i e ~ . ” ~ ~  On August 22, 1960, 
after forty minutes of debate, a standing vote was demanded, and the 
bill was passed by a vote of 190 to 29.33 On August 31, 1960, President 
Eisenhower signed it into law to extend the Library Services Act until 
June 30, 1966. The  new law became Public Law 86-679.34 
The  Library Services Act extension was to continue to provide 
annual  appropriat ions of $7.5 million for  the extension and  
improvement of rural public library service. A rural area continued to 
be defined as any place with a population of 10,000 o r  less, according to 
the latest U.S. census.35 
T H E  LIBRARY SERVICES AND CONSTRUCTION ACT OF 1964 
On January 29, 1963, President Kennedy sent to Congress a special 
education message. He made the following comments regarding the 
status of the public library: 
(1) 	 The public library is also an important resource for continuing 
education. But 18 million people in this nation still have no 
access to any local public library service and over 110 million 
more have only inadequate service. 
(2) Advanced age, lack of space, and lack of modern equipment 
characterize American public library buildings in 1963. Their 
rate of replacement is barely noticeable: two percent in a decade. 
There are now no Carnegie funds available for libraries-nor 
have there been for 40 years. 
(3) 	T h e  public library building is usually one o f  the oldest 
governmental structures in use in any community. In one 
prosperous midwestern State, for example, 30 percent of all 
public library buildings were built before [the] year 1910, and 85 
percent were erected before 1920. Many other States are in a 
similar situation.3s 
President Kennedy concluded his comments by making the 
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following recommendation: “ I  recommend enactment of legislation to 
amend the Library Services Act by authorizing a three-year program of 
grants for urban as well as rural libraries and for construction as well as 
~perat ion.”~’  
This recommendation was significant in that it planted the germ of 
the idea of what was to become the most influential library legislation in 
the nation’s history-the 1964 Library Services and Construction Act. 
President Kennedy did not see his dream realized, as he was 
assassinated four days before S. 2265 was passed in the Senate.38 
On October 29, 1963, Senator Wayne Morse, Chairman of the 
Senate Subcommittee on Education, introduced S. 2265, which was 
ultimately to form the basis for the Library Services and Construction 
Act of 1964. Senator Vance Hartke (D., Indiana) spoke in favor of the 
bill, arguing that: “Since the exhaustion of Carnegie funds 40 years 
ago, the physical facilities of the Nation’s libraries have deteriorated. 
Only 4 percent of all public library buildings have been built since 
1940.”39Senator Thomas McIntyre also spoke in favor of the bill, 
contending that: “We are living in a complex and rapidly changing age. 
I t  is an age built upon the creation, the collection and rapid 
dissemination of accurate information. At the very heart of this 
communications chain stands the American free public library. , . . A 
good public libSary provides the necessary continuity in our democratic 
tradition and serves as the springboard into the future growth of the 
individual and of society.”40 
Senator John G. Tower (R., Texas) was the lone spokesman for the 
opposition. Tower maintained that if the federal government became 
a party to library construction, it would then be possible for a 
Washington bureaucrat to decide and dictate what towns and cities 
would get libraries and even, perhaps, what books would be provided 
under the authorization of federal financial assistance for libraries. 
Tower insisted that the library and book field is one area of 
communication that the federal government should stay out ~ f , ” ~ l  
On November 26, 1963, “after the stunning weekend of the 
assassination of President Kennedy, the Senate overwhelmingly 
approved S. 2265, the Library Services and Construction Act. The vote 
was 89 to 7, a resounding bipartisan victory.”42 
On January 21, 1964, the House acted on H.R. 4879, the House 
version of the Library Services and Construction Act. The bill was 
authored by John H. Dent (D., Pennsylvania), Chairman of the House 
Select Subcommittee on Education. Dent contended that: “The public 
library is in a strategic position to play an important role. In the fight on 
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poverty and its cause, it can aid adults and those who are engaged 
directly in assisting the impoverished youths to gain education and 
training. . . , In short, the public library is now widely recognized as a 
vital cultural and economic resource as well as a fundamental 
educational institution.” Dent warned that: “Serious deficiencies in 
public libraries exist throughout the Nation. For example, 18 million 
persons still are without public libraries and 110 million are hampered 
by trying to use seriously inadequate faci l i t ie~.”~~ 
John M. Ashbrook (R., Ohio) opposed the bill; he felt it was a 
proposal to federalize the library system.44 Frank T. Bow (R., Ohio) 
also opposed the bill; he argued that it should be up to the states and 
local communities to support their libraries.45 
Representative Peter Frelinghuysen (R., New Jersey) offered the 
following amendments to H.R. 4879: “( 1) a new population restriction 
of 20,000 instead of the complete elimination of the present population 
limitation; (2) a change in the authorization for services [from $25 
million] to $15 million; and (3) elimination of the construction item of 
$20 million entirely.”46 Frelinghuysen’s amendments were narrowly 
defeated by a vote of 179 to 183. 
On January 21, 1964, the House passed the Library Services and 
Construction Act by a vote of 254 to 107. “It should be noted that the 
House S. 2265 was passed in lieu of H.R. 4879 after being amended to 
contain the House-passed lang~age .”~’  There was a change in title of 
the act as follows: “Sec. 1 l(a) The first section of the Library Services 
Act was amended by striking out ‘Library Services Act’ and inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘Library Services and Construction Act.’ ”48 
On January 30, 1964, the Senate voted to concur in the House 
amendment to Senate bill 2265.49 On February 11, 1964, President 
Johnson signed the Library Services and Construction It  became 
P.L. 88-269. 
The main provisions of the LSCA are as follows: 
(1) 	 The population limitation was removed beginning July 1, 1964. 
Coverage was extended to all areas of the country regardless of 
size. 
(2) A new construction title 	was added which authorized $20 
million for fiscal year 1964 and such sums as the Congress may 
determine for fiscal years 1965 and 1966. The Act provided 
minimum allotments of $80,000 to each State. 
(3) 	The matching grant authorization for public library services was 
increased from $7.5 million a year to $25 million for fiscal year 
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1964 and such sums that Congress may determine for fiscal 
years 1965 and 1966. 
(4) 	Construction was defined to include construction of new 
buildings; expansion, remodeling and alteration of existing 
buil$ings; initial equipment ;  and  architects'  fees and  
land acquisition costs. 
(5) The  District of Columbia and Puerto Rico were included in the 
definition of a state," 
The  authorization for appropriations under the ESCA of 1964 was to 
expire June 30, 1966.j2 
T H E  1966 EXTENSION OF LSCA 
On March 14, 1966, Senator Lister Hill introduced S. 3076 to extend 
and amend the LSCA. A total of fifty-two Senators, representing forty 
states, joined Hill in proposing extension of LSCA.s3 
The  new Senate bill included four principal titles, with the following 
provisions: 
Title I-Public Library Services: as in the 1964 act, matching-grant 
funds may be used for books and other library materials, library 
equipment, salaries and other operating expenses. 
Title II-Public Library Construction: requested $40 million for fiscal 
year 1967, and for each of the next four fiscal years, such sums as 
Congress may determine. 
Title III-Interlibrary Cooperation: this section was a new title in the 
LSCA for establishment and maintenance of local, regional, state o r  
interstate cooperative networks of libraries. 
Title IV-Specialized State Library Services: this new title was 
designed to assist states in providing greatly needed specialized state 
library services. It was to be divided in two parts: (1) state institutional 
library services, and (2) state plans for library services to the 
physically h a n d i c a p ~ e d . ~ ~  
O n  March 29, 1965, Representative Roman Pucinski (D., Illinois) 
introduced H.R. 14050 in the House of Representatives. Pucinski's bill 
had four major titles identical in purpose and period of authorization 
to Hill's S. 3076. The  only difference was that H.R. 14050 gave a dollar 
figure for Titles I and I1 for FY 1967 and 1958, while S. 3076 listed a 
dollar figurejust for the first fiscal year.55 On June 2,1965, the House 
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passed the Library Services and Construction Act Amendments of 
1966 by a sweeping bipartisan vote of 336 to 2. 
In the Senate Mike Mansfield (D,,  Montana) spoke in favor of 
extending and amending the LSCA of 1964, citing the following 
reasons for continuing the program: 
More than 375 bookmobiles were added to existing library resources 
to reach rural readers. An estimated 14 million books and other 
informational materials were added to library collections. In the 
construction phase of the Library Services and Construction Act 
program, 53 States or  territories reported that they had approved 
363 local public library construction projects. . . . Of the 363 
projects, 233 were for the construction of new buildings; 58 were for 
additions to existing library buildings; and 72 were for remodeling 
or  alteration. An estimated 23.3 million people will be served by this 
new construction . 
Mansfield warned that, “While the accomplishments to date are 
praiseworthy, serious gaps remain, For example, over 12 million 
people in this country still have no public library services and 38 
percent of the public library buildings are over 40 years old. For this 
reason the committee unanimously supports the passage of this 
On June 22, 1966, the Senate passed its version of H.R. 14050, the 
Library Services and Construction Act, by a unanimous voice vote.58 
On June 28, 1965, the House agreed by unanimous consent to concur 
in the Senate-passed Lersion of H.R. 14050.59 On July 19, 1966, 
President Johnson signed into law the Library Services and  
Construction Act Amendments of 1966 (H.R. 14050), which became 
P.L. 89-511. The  amendment would be effective until June 30,1971 .60 
THE 1970 EXTENSION OF LSCA 
On September 18, 1970, Senator Ralph Yarborough (D., Texas) 
offered his support to S. 3318, authored by Senator Claiborne Pel1 (D., 
Rhode Island). The  bill advocated the extension of the LSCA to June 
30, 1976. I t  consolidated the library services programs for  
handicapped persons under Title I of the act, and expanded Title I to 
provide special library services for disadvantaged persons, to provide 
assistance to state library administrative agencies, and to strengthen 
metropolitan libraries.61 
Senator Yarborough argued that: “The impact of this Federal 
program (LSNLSCA) to libraries has been quite dramatic. Since 1957, 
this program has provided 45 million library books and 650 additional 
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bookmobiles. . , , This program , . . has provided the funds for 
1,500 library buildings which will serve 50 million people. We must 
continue this program of expansion if we are to keep up with the needs 
of our  people.”62 
On September 21, 1970, the Senate unanimously passed S. 3318. 
The  bill authorized $1.14 billion for the life of the bill.63 Table 2 
indicates the appropriations recommended in the 1970 amendments. 
TABLE 2 
RECOMMENDED APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE 1970 A M E N D E D  LSCA 
( I N  MILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 
Program Fiscal Year 
1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 
Title I (library services) 
including specialized services 112 117,600 123,500 129,675 137,150 
Title I1 (public library 
construction) 80 84,000 88,000 92,500 97,000 
Title 111 (interlibrary 
cooperation) 15 15,750 16,500 17,300 18,200 
Total 207 217,350 228,000 239,475 252,350 
Source: “Library Construction,” Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 263851, 1970. 
On September 21, 1970, the day S. 3318 was passed in the Senate, 
Representative John Brademas (D,, Indiana) introduced a similar 
measure in the House to amend the LSCA (H.R. 19363).64 
O n  December 7, 1970, Representative Carl D. Perkins (D. ,  
Kentucky) offered his support to the bill, contending that the past 
accomplishments under the LSCA were impressive. He cited some 
examples of the act’s accomplishments in the State of Kentucky: “( 1) 
The  1700 physically handicapped residents of my State, including the 
blind, have been provided library services under the authority of title 
IV  of the Act. (2) Our  correctional institutions, which serve 2,864 
persons, have had their library resources strengthened. (3) Thirty-one 
library construction projects have been assisted with a total Federal 
contribution of $2,500,000.”65 
Representative Brademas maintained that the amendments would 
advance the educational, economic and cultural level of the nation.66 
On December 7,1970, the House version of the 1970 LSCA was passed 
with no dissenting votes.67 President Nixon signed into law S. 3318 on 
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December 30, 1970. The  new law (P.L. 91-600) extends the act through 
fiscal year 1976.6H 
The  major provisions of the 1970 amendments are: 
(1) 	 Providing library seriices to the disadvantaged in rural and 
urban areas, 
(2) 	 Strengthening metropolitan public libraries which serve as 
national o r  regional resource centers, 
(3) 	 Extending library services to state institutions and to the 
physically handicapped, and 
(4) 	 Improving and strengthening the capacity of state library 
administrative agencies for meeting the needs of the people of 
the states.69 
Table 3 illustrates authorizations and appropriations of federal 
funds  for public libraries from 1957 to 1973. 
T H E  LSCA VS. REI’ENUE SHARING 
On January 29, 1973, President Nixon submitted to Congress his 
fiscal year (FY) 1974 budget. The  grant program for public libraries 
!$as among the federal aid programs that Nixon proposed to terminate 
in FY 1974.” 
T h e  administration belieked that libraries were essentially the 
responsibility of state and local government^.^^ Richard Nathan, 
former deputy undersecretary of Health, Education and Welfare, 
asserted that “Libraries simply are  not a national government 
responsibility. . . , This program is a good case of a federal program 
that should be turned back to the states and lo~a l i t i e s . ’ ’~~  John F. 
Hughes, former acting associate commissioner for the Bureau of 
Libraries and Learning Resources, argued that “the administration has 
proposed termination of some other programs because they are not 
successful. The  library programs fall into a category of successful 
programs. Termination of federal funds does not signify a denigration 
of the p r ~ g r a m s . ” ’ ~  
T h e  ALA Council unanimously passed a resolution protesting 
Nixon’s new federal budget. The  council urged Congress to pass a 
budget that “meets the needs of all the people whose access to 
information is the key to effective participation in society and often the 
key to survival itself.”74 
Senator Birch Bayh (D., Indiana) called the President’s decision to 
cut off library funds false economy of the worst sort. Bayh argued that 
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federa l  funds  have greatly improved library services to  
institutionalized people in Indiana, and maintained that zero funding 
for library services would be disastrous to these important efforts. He 
stated that library services are crucial in improving the quality of life for 
all Americans and that he would do everything possible to make sure 
that federally authorized library programs receive adequate funding.75 
Senator Edmund Muskie (D., Maine) made the following comments 
regarding National Library Week and the proposed zero funding for 
libraries: “Our Nation observed National Library Week during the 
week of April 8-14. Normally, this week is a week of celebration of the 
Nation’s library resources. But for those of us who view libraries as a 
priceless educational resource, it was a week of sorrow. The  cause of 
this sorrow was the administration’s proposal to end Federal support 
for public l ibrar ie~.”‘~ Ralph Nader called for a campaign by librarians 
to make the public and legislators aware of the value of library 
s e r ~ i c e . ~ ’  
The  administration suggested revenue sharing as an alternative to 
direct federal aid. Under P.L. 92-512, public libraries would be eligible 
for a slice of the state and local allocation^.^^ 
Librarians had mixed feelings about their ability to compete with 
policemen and other local needs for revenue-sharing funds. Like all 
other segments of the economy, libraries had been hard hit by 
inflation-increased costs of books and periodicals, increased postal 
rates and salaries.79 Joseph F. Shubert, state librarian of Ohio, summed 
up the problems of revenue sharing for libraries: “You have two 
problems (with revenue sharing). One is that the money in some cases 
has already been allocated and the other is that the general attitude 
toward revenue sharing is (not to) make long term commitments. You 
can’t put together systems or  regional cooperative operations out of 
bits and pieces of revenue sharing where you have to get maybe 35 
different local governments each to contribute a little money to run a 
$40,000 bookmobile in three rural counties. And yet not one of those 
three rural counties can afford to run a bookmobile program by 
itse1f,”8 O 
On June 26, 1973, the U.S. House of Representatives rejected 
President Nixon’s recommendation of zero funding for library 
programs by passing H.R. 8877 by a vote of 347 to 5 8 .  The bill, 
introduced by Representative Daniel J. Flood (D., Pennsylvania), was a 
$32.5 billion appropriation for the Departments of Labor and of 
Health, Education and Welfare for FY 1974. This bill included an 
appropr ia t ion  o f  $58,709,000 for  the Library Services a n d  
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Construction Act. On July 1, 1973, President Nixon signed P.L. 93-52, 
which was a continuing resolution making interim appropriations 
through September 30, 1973. The resolution meant that library 
programs would be funded through September 1973, based on the 
appropriations provided by H.R. 8877.81 
The years 1973,1974 and 1975 found the effectiveness of the LSCA 
hindered by impoundments and recessions. Three amendments have 
been added to the act during this period: (1) P.L. 93-29, amended by 
the “Older Americans Comprehensive Services Amendments of 1973” 
to add a new Title IV, entitled “Older Readers Services.” This title has 
not been funded; (2 )  P.L. 93-133, amended by the “National 
Foundation on the Arts and Humanities Amendments of 1973.” This 
amendment enlarges the definition of “public library” to include 
research libraries meeting specific criteria; and (3) P.L. 93-380, 
amended by the “Education Amendments of 1974” to add program 
priority for service to areas of high concentrations of persons of limited 
English-speaking ability. 
Recently, the prospect of the act’s expiration in 1976 has stirred some 
visible response on the part of Representative Harold T. Johnson of 
California. On February 5, 1975, he introduced H.R. 2893, which 
would extend the LSCA through September 30, 1978. The bill was sent 
to the House Education and Labor Committee. Renewal of the Higher 
Education Act and Vocational Education Act, both expiring in 1975, 
will provide a full schedule for the House and Senate authorizing 
committees in 1975. Amendments to the LSCA will be forced to take a 
back seat in Congress until 1976.82 
The Library Services Act of 1956 and the Library Services and 
Construction Act of 1964 have contributed greatly to the development 
of the American public library. For nearly two decades the level of 
library service has improved considerably. If library history has taught 
us anything, it is that local means, in most cases, are inadequate to offer 
quality library service. It would be a catastrophe if federal aid to 
libraries were abandoned. The library world would soon return to the 
status of the 1930s. Federal aid to libraries must remain strong if the 
American public library is to continue to improve its services to every 
citizen. Congress will have to decide whether the federal government 
has any responsibility for maintaining and improving libraries. 
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LIBRARY TRENDS 
The Impact of the Federal Library Services and 
Construction Act 
J O S E P H  F.  S H U B E R T  
THEFEDERAL Library Services and Construction Act 
(LSCA) first enacted in 1956 as the Library Services Act, provided $626 
million to the states and territories of the United States for the 
extension and improvement of library services through June 30, 1974. 
This, the first in a succession of library aid programs to be enacted in 
the 1950s and 1960s, may turn out to be the most durable of library 
development programs. As Fry has detailed elsewhere in this volume, 
the legislation has been amended and the program expanded 
th roughou t  the 18-year per iod.  A full evaluation of  the  
accomplishments of LSCA is yet to be made, and the purpose of this 
article is to identify some of the forces which have shaped the program, 
and to comment on aspects of the program which may be significant as 
the nation considers library services in its bicentennial year. 
The  current LSCA authorization extends through fiscal year 1976. 
Not only will Congress and the library community be discussing the 
LSCA program as it comes up for renewal, but it can also be expected 
that the program will be the subject of extended citizen discussion in 
1976 as the states prepare for participation in the White House 
Conference on Library and Information Services. 
The  Library Services Act program has been described in a number of 
articles and reports. A series of publications prepared by the Library 
Services Branch of the U.S. Office of Education and issued over the 
period 1958-63 summarized the programs of the states and territories. 
The  1963 publications include printed reports from each of the states 
for the first five yearsof the program. The  1961 Allerton Park Institute 
on The Impact of the Library Seriiices Act: Progress and Potential produced 
papers analyzing the initial phases of the program.' In 1969, Jules 
Mersel and others at System Development Corporation produced a 
Joseph F.  Shubert is State Librarian of Ohio. 
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report for the U.S. Office of Education (U.S.O.E.) on the operation of 
the program in eleven states.* Summary articles by John Frantz and 
Nathan Cohen3 and Paxton Price4 of the U.S. Office of Education 
provide a useful overview of the first ten years of the program and an 
outlook for 1966. 
The  early U.S.O.E. reports on the program emphasize the extension 
and improvement of public library services, the strengthening of state 
library agencies in their library development role, and the organization 
of  library systems and cooperative processing centers. They also report 
on varieties of in-service training, recruitment, scholarship programs, 
public information efforts, and research studies and surveys. 
Recurring in these documents and in the Allerton Park discussion was 
the great expansion of  bookmobile service in the early years: 
bookmobiles, which opened library services to thousands of rural 
people across the nation, were purchased with LSCA funds in 
forty-five states within the first five years of the program. 
Accomplishments under the LSCA program should be evaluated 
against the political and social background of the three major periods 
of the program: 1956-63, 1964-70, and 1970-75. The  authorizations 
and accomplishments of each period are directly related to coincident 
major forces in the nation and in library development. Even a cursory 
examination indicates that program authorizations and priorities 
which were funded have produced important and widespread results, 
while those programs which were identified as priorities without 
appropriations of funds to carry them out have labored under great 
handicaps. 
1956-63 
The  1956-63 period began with an uneasy complacency, carried over 
from the bland and genial first term of President Eisenhower, but there 
were stirrings of what was to come. Russian achievements in space had 
cast a harsh light on deficiencies in American education and in its 
technological capacities, the Black thrust  toward activism was 
foreshadowed by the Montgomery, Alabama, bus boycott, and new 
liberal faces were appearing in legislative halls. The  second half of this 
period, marked by the Kennedy administration, accentuated the trend 
toward liberalism, and the seeds of the era of the “Great Society” were 
already planted. 
It was against this political and social backdrop that Congress 
enacted the Library Services Act (LSA) in 1956 after more than two 
decades of American Library Association (ALA) work in Congress. 
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This legislative success was based on sound, sustained political work, 
and research and public education by the ALA in the 1940s and 1950s. 
T h e  political effort, coordinated by a strong ALA Legislation 
Committee and the ALA Washington Office, was to a great extent the 
work of librarians and trustees who knew their Congressmen or found 
the time to meet them. These librarians and trustees kept their 
legislators informed of the library service needs of the 26 million 
Americans without public library service, and the 50 million more with 
inadequate service. 
The  research and public education work included the preparation 
and publication of such studies as “Postwar Standards for Public 
Libraries” (1945), “A National Plan for Public Library Service” (1948), 
“The Public Library Inquiry” (1949-50), and the report of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture Conference on Rural Reading (195 1). 
As a consequence of these initiatives, the purpose of the LSA was the 
promotion of “the further extension by the several states of public 
library service to rural areas without such service or  with inadequate 
services.” Its basic provisions can be traced to the standards, the 
demonstration ideals, and the “larger unit of service” extension 
philosophy of that period. Similarly, the implementation of LSA was 
greatly influenced by the 1956 ALA publication, “Public Library 
Service, a Guide to Evaluation, with Minimum Standards.” 
1964-70 
This  period -was one of  increasing social ferment-violence, 
disorders, and riots-arising out of an awareness of the contradictions 
in the American system: the Great Society vs. the escalating 
involvement in Vietnam, and the melting pot of Americavs. rival racial, 
ethnic, and cultural groups of all kinds-students, the poor, middle 
Americans, hard hats, women, Chicanos, the gay, the intelligentsia. 
Government commissions investigated, reported, recommended and 
disbanded. Congress responded by appropriating money. Prosperity 
and inflation partnered with increased consumption and discontent. 
In the 4-year period 1960-64, the Gross National Product had grown 
by $128 billion and per capita production by more than $500. State 
spending for education had increased by 33 percent or $8 billion, $6 
billion of which was used for salaries. The  National Defense Education 
Act provided almost twice as much money in 1964 as it had in 1960: 
$216.3 million in contrast to $118 million. Life expectmcy was slowly 
increasing, ru r a 1 popu 1at io n rapid 1y decreasing . Wom e n w e re 
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responsible for nearly one-half the increase in the labor force during 
this period. 
The  federal government began to assume major responsibility for 
human services which had formerly been almost entirely the domain of 
state and local government. In 1964 Congress authorized amendments 
which broadened the scope of the LSA program. 
The  criterion of “rural” ~ias deleted from the original legislation, 
thereby extending the program to urban areas. The  impact of new and 
improved services in the 1958-63 period had generated a wider 
awareness of the need for library buildings to accommodate new 
service programs, increased numbers of users, and materials; U.S.O.E. 
data showed that 38 percent of the publicly-owned public library 
buildings at the time were more than forty years old. As part of the 
1964 amendments, Congress also authorized Title I1 to assist in the 
construction of public library facilities, and LSA became LSCA. 
The  LSA had pioneered services to rural people, many of whom 
were disadvantaged. Additional library services to the disadvantaged 
(later named by Congress as a priority in the 1970 amendments) were 
developed in the states as a consequence of the 1964 removal of the 
rural limitation, and as an increasing national awareness of the needs of 
the poor and disadvantaged emerged. The  New York State Library 
used $688,766, or  51 percent of its FY 1965 funds, to develop services 
to disadvantaged neighborhoods in Brooklyn, Buffalo, New York, 
Queens, Rochester, and Nassau County. In FY 1966 the State Library 
of Ohio granted $116,436 to the Cleveland Public Library to initiate the 
Reading Centers project. Similar programs were developed in some 
other states in the 1960s under LSCA Title I, and in the 1967-70 period 
the ALA, state library agencies, and  o thers  sought  specific 
authorizations and new funds for services to disadvantaged persons 
under a specific title. 
Considerable impetus for specific authorizations for service to the 
disadvantaged came from the ALA-PLA (Public Library Association) 
Metropolitan Area Services Committee, headed by Henry Drennan. 
Meetings in New York and San Francisco and a “hearing” on the 
problem of urban library services in Detroit in December 1967 
heightened awareness of needs, and led to discussions with the ALA 
Legislation Committee. 
In  the 1960s the ALA Legislation Committee was increasingly 
concerned with all types of libraries. In 1962, Congressman Cleveland 
M.Bailey of West Virginia, Chairman of the House Subcommittee on 
Education, introduced and held hearings on LSA amendments which 
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would have added  an LSA Title I1 for  state-based programs 
“establishing and maintaining programs of library service in public 
elementary and secondary schools” and a Title I11 authorizing grants 
by the U.S. Commissioner of Education to institutions of higher 
education for acquisition of library “books, periodicals, documents, 
and other related materials (including necessary binding).” In the 
words of  the bill, this broadening of LSA pvas intended as a 
“coordinated program of library development” needed to bring about 
“maximum availability and utilization of library resources.” It failed to 
pass, but parts of it became the basis for lihrary assistance in such later 
legislation as the Higher Education Act and the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act. 
T h e  ALA cont inued its discussions of  omnibus legislative 
approaches which would address themselves to the broad problems 
facing all libraries. This, along with the national concern with social and 
education programs, and the willingness to use federal dollars for 
change and  development ,  were reflected in the 1966 LSCA 
amendments which further expanded the program to include two new 
titles. Title I11 authorized funds to establish and maintain local, 
regional, state or  interstate cooperative networks for the “systematic 
effective coordination of the resources of school, public, academic, and 
special libraries and special information centers.” Title IV provided for 
specialized state library services to persons in state institutions and to 
the physically handicapped. 
1970-79 
Concern for the environment and fear of the consequences of 
uncontrolled technology began to emerge as powerful forces affecting 
the political scene, yet the demand for energy and for goods did not 
appreciably diminish. A compliant but stiffening Congress became 
more sensitive to allegations of its default in decision-making 
responsibilities. The  administration succeeded in the enactment of 
revenue sharing as part of the “new Federalism.” T h e  bills from 
Vietnam and the Great Society came in for payment. The  President’s 
resignation, a feverish rate of inflation, drastic and fragmented 
prescriptions for its cure, a substantial recession and finally a vitamin 
injection of federal money into the economy (with still uncertain 
results) brings us to the present. 
At the outset of this period, the 1970 LSCA legislation authorized 
new programs and priorities in a consolidation, rather than in an 
expansion, of the program as had been authorized in the 1966 
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amendments. Instead of enacting specific titles for services to the 
disadvantaged, assistance to metropolitan resource libraries, and 
strengthening state library agencies as suggested by ALA and the state 
library agencies, the Congress, dealing also with administration’s 
counter-proposals for consolidation and reduction of programs, went 
in the opposite direction: the LSCA program was extended but Title 
IV was merged with Title I and the language in Title I was broadened. 
At the same time, appropriations for the program were levelingoff and 
there appeared signs of increasingly uncertain funding. 
The  1970 amendments which merged Titles I and IV added to the 
scope of the legislation. Not only was the original purpose of the act 
maintained as “the extension and improvement of public library 
services in areas of the states which are without such services or  in 
which such services are inadequate,” but language was also added to 
authorize “special programs to meet the needs of disadvantaged 
persons in both urban and rural areas.” Title I funds were also 
authorized “for making library services more accessible to persons 
who, by reasons of distance, residence, o r  physical handicap, o r  other 
disadvantage, are unable to receive the benefits of public library 
services regularly made available to the public, for adapting public 
library services to meet particular needs of persons within the states, 
and for improving and strengthening library administrative agencies.” 
Title I also specifically authorized the use of LSCA funds for 
“Strengthening metropolitan public libraries which serve as national or  
regional resource centers” and for what had been a central part of LSA 
and LSCA from the start-the strengthening of state library agencies. 
In May 1973 a new Title IV, “Older Readers Services,” was added to 
LSCA as part of the Older Americans Act of 1973. This title authorized 
funds for a variety of programs designed to provide library services to 
elderly persons, including payment of salaries of elderly persons 
working in library programs for the elderly, outreach and in-home 
library services, and the furnishing of transportation to provide the 
elderly access to library services. 
In  August 1974 the LSCA was again amended as part of the 
E,ducation Amendments of 1974, to ensure that priority would be 
given to programs and projects serving areas with a high concentration 
of persons of limited English-speaking ability. However, by 1970 
historic confrontations were shaping up between Congress and the 
President on matters of national goals and spending priorities. For FY 
1971 (the midpoint of which was December 1970, when the legislation 
was passed), the administration recommended a cutback in LSCA 
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funds and delayed release of funds until April 1971. In January 1973, 
after his re-election, President Nixon recommended the termination of 
LSCA appropriations, effective July 1, 1973. The  will of Congress and 
court decisions on the impoundments5 resulted in a continuation of the 
programs. However, by March 1974 the U.S. Commissioner of 
Education was exploring with library leaders a “phase-down” of LSCA 
and other administration alternatives.6 
BASES FOR EVALUATION 
What are some of the bases on which LSCA might be evaluated? The  
act today retains significant language which was written into the 1956 
legislation: “The provisions of this Act shall not be construed as to 
interfere with State and local initiative and responsibility in the conduct 
of public library services. The  administration of public libraries, the 
selection of personnel and library books and materials, and, insofar as 
consistent with the purposes of this Act, the determination of the best 
uses of the funds provided under this Act shall be reserved to the States 
and their local subdivisions.” This, along with the matching fund 
requirements, implies a test of state and local initiative and capability. 
The  bases for judging state and local initiatives are different, and it 
may be useful first to examine local initiative. This might be measured 
by: (1) the number and kinds of project proposals initiated below the 
state agency level; (2) the “real dollars” committed locally to such 
projects to initiate them and to carry them out for the project period; 
(3) the extent to which local funds have been used to continue 
successful service programs after the LSCA grant assistance ended; (4) 
the degree to which grant-assisted projects are identified with the local 
library’s basic service program; and ( 5 )  voter response to library 
initiatives for tax levies or  increased appropriations. 
Reports by the state library agencies to the U.S.O.E. do not include 
data for the first criterion noted above, and while some information 
may be available for some states, no papers reporting on this have been 
identified. It may safely be said that some libraries have been more 
imaginative and aggressive than others in preparing applications for 
LSCA funds, and that the degree to which state library agencies have 
stimulated and provided technical assistance to libraries has varied 
from state to state. New Mexico and other states held workshops 
and training programs designed to help applicants develop their needs 
assessment, planning, and project development skills. Such programs 
became particularly important as state library agencies worked with 
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local libraries to develop programs responding to the priorities 
enumerated in the 1970 LSCA amendments. 
Uncertaint ies  a n d  delays in LSCA fund ing ,  inc luding  
impoundments, continuing resolutions, and late release of funds 
caused frustration on the part of applicant libraries and tended to 
undermine local initiative in developing project proposals. 
Questions concerning “real dollars” from local sources, o r  local 
insti tution a 1 com m i tm e n t to LSC .A- fin an  ce d o r  LSC A -as s i st e d 
projects, and the extent to which local funds have been used to 
continue services after termination of the LSCA grant funds have been 
widely debated. The  most dramatic test of program commitment 
probably took place in most states in 1973 when the administration 
impounded FY 1973 funds and sought to end the LSCA program in 
July. Ohio’s experience was perhaps not untypical: 
The  commitment of local libraries to services which had been 
supported by LSCA funds rvas tested‘in tWo ways as the State Library 
Board and public libraries faced the realities of sharply reduced 
funds: (1) Special project grants for service to the disadvantaged 
approved in May 1973 had to be matched by increased local cash, 
and the total in-kind and local cash matching funds for such projects 
had to total at least 35% of the total project. While three projects met 
this guideline in the original applications, another revised plans to 
meet it ;  (2) Some libraries which had carried out projects with LSCA 
assistance in FY 1972 and earlier years made decisions on the 
continuation of these services with local funds. T h e  Clevelanh Public 
Library, for instance, revised its budget plans to incorporate a major 
share of Project INCLUDE in its regular operations supported from 
local funds after June 30, but another metropolitan public library 
terminated its two year project at the halfway point when further 
LSCA funds were not available.’ 
T h e  role of LSCA funds as a factor in demonstrating services which 
were subsequently supported by increased local funds, particularly 
through voter response to library initiatives for tax levies o r  increased 
appropriations (including allocation of revenue-sharing funds) ,  
should be examined. The  early period of LSA produced many such 
successes, particularly in voter response to tax levies for continuation of 
bookmobile services, library programs, and system development 
initially demonstrated with the help of LSA funds. LSCA Title I1 funds 
provided a powerful incentive for communities to raise matching 
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money for construction, and for adequate support of expanded library 
services from such new buildings. 
At the state level, different tests have been suggested: (1) increase in 
the number of states providing state aid, and the size of state aid 
appropr ia t ions ;  (2) appropriat ions f rom state funds  for  the  
maintenance of state agency functions which have been assisted by 
LSCA; and (3)the degree to which state agencies have been successful 
in addressing themselves to the priorities established in 1970 without 
the aid of major new funds. 
In FY 1957, the first year in which LSA funds were available, 
twenty-three states had programs of direct state aid to local public 
libraries. Of these, fifteen had available more than $40,000, the basic 
allotment under LSA at the time. State aid appropriations for FY 1957 
totaled $5.4 million. By 1974, thirty-six states had state aid programs. 
Of these, twenty-eight had available more than $200,000, the basic 
allotment under LSCA Title I ;  total state aid appropriated for the year 
was $81.7 million: 
Igoes and others have pointed out that a large proportion of the 
LSCA funds have been expended at the state level, rather than having 
been used as grants to local and regional library programs. Given the 
reporting system developed by the U.S.O.E., it is difficult to evaluate 
this and  to measure trends in state initiative in LSCA-assisted 
programs. It is relatively easy to identify the amounts of money the 
state agencies have used for grants to local and regional libraries, but it 
is more difficult to classify and interpret the variety of uses of the funds 
expended at the state level. At times expenditures have been 
designated interchangeably for “strengthening the state agency” or  for 
“administration.” Yet these also may include expenditures for the 
opera t ion  of  a union catalog o r  computer ized network 
development-a service which in one state might well be administered 
by a major public library or  a consortium, in another by a university 
library, and in another by the state library agency. The  first instance 
might be commended as a Title I expenditure; the second, as a Title I 
or  Title I11 expenditure; and the third might be suspected to be a state 
library agency “drain” of LSCA funds. 
However, the impact of the 1973 events-in which FY 1973 LSCA 
funds were impounded and the President recommended termination 
of funds at the start of the FY 1974 year-clearly indicates that many 
state library agencies were heavily dependent upon LSCA funds for 
normal operations. T h e  action of  state library agencies, state 
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administrations and legislatures at that time may serve as some 
indication of state dependence on LSCA funds in a crisis situation: 
twenty states substantially increased their appropriations from state 
funds for state library agency operation, but ten of these provided for a 
reimbursement should LSCA funds later materialize. 
A December 1974 report of the General Accounting Office was 
critical of Michigan and Ohio LSCA Title I program expenditures for 
statewide purpose^.^ The  report concluded that this action reduced the 
amount available to provide “new and improved services at the local 
level.” Any careful reader of statehouse news knows that state 
administrations and legislatures generally seek maximum federal 
funds in any program, with minimum state matching funds. State 
library agencies have generally found the matching fund requirements 
and interpretation given by the U.S.O.E. of little help in securing the 
funds needed at the state level. 
Since Congress did not change the basic purpose of LSNLSCA in 
1970 but merely added more purposes and priorities without 
increasing appropriations, the state library agencies wefe, in effect, 
faced with the problem of dealing with new responsibilities with 
reduced amounts of money. The  authorizations for the expanded 
priorities indicated a larger need and were based on  testimony 
documenting that need, but the gap between authorization and 
appropriation began to widen. 
Earlier commitments of LSCA funds also affected state agency 
capacity for dealing with the new priorities. Although the full 
implications of decisions made as new funds became available in 1957, 
1965 and  1968 may not have been known at the time, those 
determinations of the use of LSCA funds reflected a position in each 
state as to whether the funds would be considered short- or  long-term. 
Consequently, in 1970 and 1973 some states were heavily dependent 
upon LSCA funds to meet continuing obligations to locally o r  
regionally administered service programs-or even for state agency 
operations. Those states had difficulty in meeting new priorities. 
T h e  interest and commitment of local libraries to the additional 
purposes and priorities established by Congress in 1970 is a factor in 
measuring state agency response and effectiveness, and is directly 
related to the nature of the LSCA funds and the policies and plans 
developed in the late 1960s. Filing of the long-range program required 
by the 1970 amendments was not required until June 30, 1972; 
U.S.O.E. technical assistance to the states for development of the 
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program was provided by the Ohio State University (OSU) Evaluation 
Center from October 1971 to May 1972. 
As indicated above, the incentives and assistance given local libraries 
in responding to the priorities through grant-assisted projects varied 
from state to state. The  influence of the OSU Evaluation Center 
training program led to replication of this needs assessment, program 
planning, and evaluation programs in other states. Regrettably, the 
U.S. Office of Education, which had granted Higher Education Act 
Title II-B funds to initiate the OSU training program, abandoned the 
program at the point at which its influence might have reached further. 
T h e  degree of success with which state library agencies have 
addressed themselves to the priorities established in the 1970 
amendments appears to have depended upon several factors: (1) the 
level of LSCA funds available for expenditure, (2) the nature of earlier 
commitments in each of the states, (3) the interest and commitment on 
the part of local libraries to the priorities established by Congress, and 
(4) the degree of interest on the part of the state legislatures and 
administrations. 
There was continual discussion in library circles about the difficulties 
of long-range planning and effective program implementation. 
However, given the changing and uncertain levels of LSCA support, as 
well as the delays in release of  funds when Congress and the 
administration did not agree on funding levels, it was not until 1973 
that the state administrations and legislatures were fully confronted 
with the problems of financing and continuing LSCA-initiated services 
at the state and local levels. Some responded by increasing state 
appropriations both for state agency operations and for state aid 
programs; others provided conditional appropriations for operations 
and, in some cases, for grants programs. The  spring of 1975 is too early 
to determine the long-term results of the 1973 crises, but it is apparent 
that some statewide development programs and state library agencies 
may have been strengthened by direct confrontation of the problem. If 
the purposes of Congress are to be carried out, other states may at least 
serve as examples of the need for amendment of the act. 
Matching f u n d  requi rements  u n d e r  LSCA, except for  the 
requirement that expenditures not be reduced below the “floor” of the 
second preceding year, do not appear particularly significant. Local as 
well as state funds were used for matching in eight states in FY 1958 
when the  appropr ia t ion  was $ 5  million. By 1961, when the  
appropriation was $7.5 million, eighteen states used local funds, in 
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part, for matching; in FY 1965, when LSCA Title I funds were 
increased to $25 million, twenty-nine states used local funds for 
matching. 
Since 1956, the act has placed upon the states and their local 
subdivisions the responsibility for determining the best uses of funds 
and for setting these forth in a state plan or  (since 1970) a long-range 
program. While one critic has described this as a nebulous legislative 
prescription, its use in the mid-1950s and throughout the 1960s 
antedates what has been generally cited as desirable in the 1970s: state 
and local determination of programs. In  fact, unlike some of the 
federal library legislation which succeeded it, the LSCA has provided a 
kind of “revenue sharing” for library purposes, resulting in a mixture 
of local and state use of LSCA funds in each of the fifty states. 
There has been an emphasis on statewide planning since 1956. The  
U.S.O.E. has provided technical assistance for state planning through 
(1) occasional meetings in Washington in the early years, usually in 
conjunction with review of draft regulations, (2)a 1965 conference in 
Chicago on long-range planning,’O (3) consultant service using 
program officers, and (4) the Ohio State University Institute on 
Statewide Planning and Evaluation in 1971-1972. As a consequence of 
these efforts and the initiatives of the state library agencies, the 
planning and evaluation competencies of state library agency people in 
some states equal or  exceed those ofother program areas. A 1974 study 
suggested that the state-plan approach to LSCA might be strengthened 
by “the kind of administrative-political clout required to reduce or  cut 
off funds if the state plan o r  its implementation do  not meet 
standards.”” 
Another view of LSNLSCA assistance to state library agencies is 
given by Kenneth Beasley in his paper, “The Changing Role of  the 
State Library,” in which he sums up  the present role and effect of state 
library agencies: 
The  real centralization has come from the increased direct ties of 
the state library to the local political units in the state and other 
politically or ien ted  state agencies. In  relationship to local 
government ,  the state library has been an  agent  o f  gross 
centralization but under  a guise of local self-determination. 
Increased state grants-in-aid have provided a base for this move, but 
much more important has been the added federal funds and the 
recodification of state library laws, In  line with the general trend to 
enlarge the power of state agencies, the major characteristic of  the 
recodifications were broader authority for state libraries to promote, 
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develop and supervise library service for the entire state. At the same 
time, coercive power was kept to a minimum, usually through the 
process of allocating state and federal aid and by setting standards 
for establishing new libraries and joining systems and certifying 
professional employees. However, with a very few exceptions, the 
latter kind of direct authority has rarely been used as a major device 
to direct involvement-it has more often than not followed o r  
reflected development. 
The  real power of the state library has come more subtly in the 
form of increased personnel who visited local libraries and helped 
shape their internal policies in line with state concepts, conducted 
conferences and in-service training to help build a cohesive and 
homogenous professionalism, established direct liaison with and 
often supported the state library association, recommended 
revisions in statutes and acted as a broker with the legislature, and 
worked with political leaders to get local changes. This kind of power 
cannot be beat. Of this increased personnel, the importance of the 
field worker cannot be underestimated.I2 
The  influence of federal funds through provision of resources for 
such development  in implementing LSAiLSCA objectives is 
acknowledged in almost every state. 
OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
As one examines the accomplishments and strengths as well as the 
weaknesses and problems of the LSNLSCA years, one notices first the 
disparity between the promise and the reality of the program, i.e., the 
gap between legislative authorization and appropriation. For more 
than half of the LSCA program’s history, and despite work on 
long-range planning, this gap, fiscal uncertainty, and delayed 
appropriations have necessitated ad hoc decisions for both state 
agencies and local libraries. Difficult decisions had to be made to keep 
programs afloat and staff together in “lean” periods. 
Another problem that has surrounded LSCA since its inception is 
that of insufficient collection of data and dissemination of information 
about the program, Assessment of program effectiveness has been 
somewhat fragmentary and much of what has been produced is buried 
in U.S.O.E. files. Fortunately, the 1956-63 period of LSA was well 
documented in U.S.O.E. Bulletzns, but comprehensive data since that 
time is largely ungathered and unpublished. As administration policy 
on the program turned cool or  hostile it seemed that less data was 
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released, although this may partially be accounted for  by the 
decentralization of U.S.O.E. and the transfer of LSCA program 
officers from Washington to the regional offices in 1967. T h e  
problems of data gathering and dissemination require the attention of 
everyone involved in the program at all levels. 
Since the inception of the program, the U.S.O.E. staff assigned to 
LSNLSCA has been outstanding in its interest and commitment to a 
genuine  state/federal par tnersh ip  in library development .  
Unfortunately, the fluctuations of the library unit in the U.S.O.E. and 
U.S.O.E. reorganizations were such that a limited size staff has been 
unable always to provide sufficient technical assistance to the states. 
The  LSCA program placed new and major responsibility on the state 
agencies and  provided new resources for  carrying ou t  that  
responsibility. In so doing, it thrust upon those agencies the challenge 
that moved many of them from a rural bias toward the development of 
statewide programs that involved larger libraries in planning. This is 
particularly true ofTitle 111,which brought state library agencies into a 
new relationship with university, school and special libraries as well as 
1.vith the major public libraries. LSCA-assisted programs shaped 
network development and caused major changes in interlibrary 
sharing and communications. Expansion and changes in interlibrary 
lending, particularly that which crosses type-of-library boundaries, can 
be traced in many states to LSCA influence. 
Genevieve Casey has identified LSCA Title I11 as a significant 
stimulus to intertype library cooperation: “The legislation mandated 
that every state develop a plan with the help of an advisory council 
representative of all types of libraries, a proviso that in many states 
created the first real interaction between all library interests and put 
the state libraries in the center of intertype library planning. Funds 
could be spent  for  equipment ,  personnel ,  leasing of  space, 
communication, but not for materials, a wise prohibition since it forced 
the linkage of existing resources and services, and a more creative 
approach to cooperation than the traditional shared use of a collection 
of expensive and/or esoteric material^."'^ 
New responsibilities and resources caused state agencies to use 
effectively different techniques to assist in the development and 
planning of library services: more sophisticated workshops, use of 
research and experimental programs, expanded consultant and 
technical assistance. Yet the administration of the LSNLSCA program 
has been practical and well attuned to political and library development 
realities. 
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As an example of such realism, the political work of program 
administrators should not be overlooked. James S. Healey14 pointed 
out the work of Elizabeth Myer as an influence on Rhode Island 
Congressman John E. Fogarty who, with the cooperation of Senator 
Lister Hill of Alabama, secured full appropriations for the (Title I) 
program in the 1960-67 period. Each Congressman or  Senator who has 
supported library legislation and appropriations has had such 
librarians in his o r  her home district. 
Congressman Fogarty pointed out  to the American Library 
Association: “Libraries do not stand apart from the American political 
process, and, therefore, their prospects are directly linked to legislative 
actions. Without a library bill that has the unified support of the 
profession success is slight. This support and understanding will be 
achieved only if the bill is carefully drafted to accomplish its goals and 
only if it is presented with imagination, with intelligence, and with 
en thu~ iasm.” ’~The  careful, persistent work of the ALA Legislation 
Committee and the ALA Washington Office, supported by clean, 
productive administration of LSCA programs at the state and local 
levels, has proved that point. LSNLSCA has been remarkably clear of 
the criticisms of red tape and federal interference in state and local 
affairs.16 
This year 1976 marks the twentieth anniversary of the enactment of 
the Library Services Act and the technical expiration date of the 
current federal LSCA authorization. The  program has broadened and 
changed substantially over the 20-year period. Looking ahead to the 
1980s, renewal, amendment, abandonment, o r  new directions must be 
assessed in terms of changes in attitudes toward federal programs. 
A 1975 repor t  o f  the  U . S .  Advisory Commission o n  
Intergovernmental Relations identifies a trend toward consolidation of 
categorical grant programs into more broadly gauged block grants, 
and “where grant programs are not completely consolidated . . . 
Congressional and executive action to facilitate the packaging of 
separate grant^."^' 
Consolidation of library grant programs within either education 
programs or  community development programs will probably result in 
experience similar to library utilization of federal revenue-sharing 
funds-some notable successes, but a 1 percent record nationwide.18 
Approaching LSCA from a broader point of view and recognizing its 
success in delivery of services and in maintenance of a continuing base 
of political support in Congress could relate the library aid program to 
the realities of the late 1970s. A new, properly funded LSCA 
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program-one which builds on the strengths of Titles I and 11, 
broadens Title 111, and provides for continuation of the kinds of 
programs made possible by Title I1 of the Higher Education Act- 
could respond to citizen and professional concerns and meet urgent 
needs. 
T h e  unevenness of state commitment to library service as expressed 
in appropriation of state funds for library systems development 
indicates a need for action in state legislatures to secure the kinds of 
funding needed for systems del-elopment, new organizational and 
financing patterns, support of major libraries n.hich serve as resource 
centers, and encouragement of' user-based ser\,ices. 
A new federal aid program responding to citizen and professional 
interest in resource sharing on a rnulti-type library basis, should be 
designed to elicit the kinds of state assistance needed for  these 
purposes. Much of the discussion in 1975 is still too limited and 
parochial to accomplish these purposes, but almost twenty years of 
experience with LSA and LSCA indicates that: 
1. 	Federal funds should continue to be an important part of library 
ser ikes  development, and  state funds must inevitably play a 
stronger and more closely connected role in this development. 
2. 	Federal funds should continue to be state based, recognizing the 
federal nature of the U.S. governmental system. These funds 
should enable the states to strengthen local service programs, 
develop adequate systems, and participate effectively in national 
network developments . 
3. 	Provisions for pass-through of federal funds should not repeat the 
mistakes of other programs in which funds are dispersed into 
fragments, but should be tied to development of expanded o r  new 
state aid programs for library systems, eliciting the kinds of 
appropriations needed to provide the services needed in each state. 
New opportunities for such a program are suggested by the program 
of the National Commission on Libraries and Information Science, and 
by the need for states to take more responsibility for the financing of 
public education because of court decisions which challenge the 
present system of financing public schools. Just as the LSA program 
triggered the creation o r  activation of state library agencies in some 
states, and as LSNLSCA-assisted plans, studies and programs resulted 
in a number of major changes in library laws at the state level, a new' 
program could be successful in securing needed changes in state 
support for library services. 
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APPENDIX 
LSCA APPROPRIATIONS, 1956-74 ( I N  MILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 
Fiscal Title Title Title Title Total Title 
Year I 111 IV-A IV-B Services i1 
1957 2.0 2.0 
1958 5.0 5.0 
1959 6.0 6.0 
1960 7.4 7.4 
1961 7.5 7.5 
1962 7.5 7.5 
1963 7.5 7.5 
1964 7.5 7.5 
1965 25.0 25.0 30.0 
1966 25.0 25.0 30.0 
1967 35.0 .4 .4 .3 36.1 40.0 
1968 35.0 2.3 2.0 1.3 40.6 18.24 
1969 35.0 2.3 2.1 1.3 40.7 9.2 
1970 29.8 2.3 2.1 1.3 35.5 7.8 
1971 35.0 2.3 2.1 1.3 40.7 7.1 
1972 46.6 2.6 49.2 9.5 
1973 62.0“ 7.5b 69.5 15.0b 
1974 44.2‘ 2.6 46.8 0 
Total 423.0 22.3 8.7 5.5 459.5 166.8 
aOf this amount only $30 million was released within the fiscal year; the $32 million 
impounded was released in early 1974. 
bImpounded throughout the fiscal year, and not released until early 1974. 
‘Of this, the major share was impounded the first seven months ofthe year and, until 
release of the full appropriation, funds were released on the basis of $13 million. 
‘$27.2 million was appropriated but only $18.2 million was allocated to the states. 
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The Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 
Title I1 
M A R G A R E T  HAYES GRAZIER 
THEELEMENTARY Secondary Education Act A N D  
(ESEA), signed into law in April 1965, authorized for the first time in its 
Title I1 direct federal aid for the “acquisition of school library 
resources, textbooks, and other printed and published instructional 
materials for the use of children and teachers in public and private 
elementary and secondary schools.”’ In  its rationale for support of 
Title 11, the Senate Committee on Labor and Welfare believed that 
there was a dearth of these materials and was convinced of “the serious 
consequences to our  educational program in the event there is a failure 
to fill this need.”* 
Since federal aid programs rarely emerge without backing from the 
public and private sectors whose missions and  profits benefit 
therefrom, a brief description of the evolution of categorical aid to 
school libraries is in order. 
HISTORY OF ESEA TITLE I1 
Librarians and educators reasoned alike in turning to federal 
funding: financial need was so gross as to defy solution by local dollars. 
T h e  American Library Association (ALA), through its Federal 
Relations Committee, launched its first attempt for federal support in a 
Public Library Demonstration Bill introduced in both houses of 
Congress in 1946. Formulated to offer public library service to rural 
areas where both need was great and congressional support might be 
rallied, the bill languished until 1956. Leach, in his study of the federal 
government and libraries, credits passage of the bill to the ALA and its 
hard-working Washington representatives3 While the 1956 bill and its 
successor, the 1964 Library Services and Construction Act (LSCA), 
Margaret Hayes Grazier is Professor, Division of Library Science, College of Education, 
Wayne State University, Detroit, Michigan. 
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offered no direct aid to the school library, the expertise in lobbying 
developed during these years by the ALA and its allies, particularly the 
publishers, was to be useful in legislative hearings on federal aid to 
education. 
T h e  years following World War I1 burdened education with 
demands for which it was unprepared. The  baby boom with swollen 
school attendance, the knowledge and technology explosion with 
growing public concern about the school’s ability to cope, the 
immigration of  rural  Americans-particularly poor and  black 
Americans-to the cities and the shift of middle-class whites to the 
suburbs, and the worsening economic plight of the parochial schools 
plagued the nation’s school systems, Washington responded haltingly 
to the need for massive support of the public schools, stumbling 
according to two contemporary scholars “on the three ‘R’s’ of Race, 
Religion and  Reds (Federal C ~ n t r o l ) . ” ~  T h e  National Defense 
Education Act (NDEA) of 1958, spurred by Sputnik, supported 
substantial programs in mathematics, science and foreign language, 
but largely ignored rural and urban schools. During the Kennedy 
administration, education bills were introduced in 1961 and 1963, but 
foundered on the churchistate controversy over aid to parochial 
schools. 
In  1965, ESEA packaged five separate titles of categorical grants 
which offered something to every interest group while denying its full 
range of demands5 Title I ,  in its first year accounting for five-sixths of 
the total funds authorized through ESEA, subsidized local educational 
agencies for the education of children from low-income families. Title 
I1 provided grants for school library resources, textbooks, and other 
instructional materials for use by children in private or church-related 
as well as public schools. Title I11 authorized supplementary 
educational centers and services to stimulate exemplary and innovative 
programs. Title IV aimed to improve educational research and its 
dissemination, while Title V was to strengthen the state educational 
agencies. Although both Titles I and I11 required local schools to 
include in their projects services for children in private, nonprofit 
schools, Title I1 is credited with embodying the major effort of federal 
policy makers to placate the parochial school interests and their 
supporters in Congress.6 
ESEA was a dramatic breakthrough in federal assistance to the 
nation’s schools. School libraries, singled out for direct benefit in Title 
11, also stood to gain indirectly from Titles I, 111, and V. Since political 
expediency dictated the library’s recognition in Title 11, what would 
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happen in later years when such strategy was unnecessary? 
The  authorizations and appropriations of Title I1 summarize its 
fiscal history, and are reflected in Table 1. 
TABLE I 
FUNDSFOR ESEA-11, 1966-1974 
Fiscal Year Authorizationa Appropriation” 
1966 $100,000,000 $100,000,000 
1967 125,000,000 102,000,000 
1968 150,000,000 99,200,000 
1969 162,500,000 ~0,000,000 
1970 200,000,000 42,500,000 
1971 200,000,000 80,000,000 
1972 210,000,000 90,000,000 
1973 220,000,000b 1 0 0 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 ~  
1974 220,000,000‘ 90,230,008 
a U n l e ~ ~otherwise noted, source is U.S.  Department of Health, Education, a n d  
Welfare. Education Division, Office of Education.Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1972. 
Washington, D.C., U.S.G.P.O., 1973, p .  i i i .  
bC’.S. Code Annotated. Title 20, Sect. 821, p. 401, St. Paul, Minn., West Publishing 
Company, 1974. 
CFrase, Robert W. “Five Years of Struggle for Federal Funds.” Tht Bouiker 
Annual of Libra? and Book  Trade Informatzon. 19th ed. New York, R.  R. Bowker, 
1974, p. 157. 
dCooke, Eileen D., and Case, Sara. “Legislation .4ffecting Librarianship in 
1973.”TheBowker Annual oflibrary and Book Trade Information. 19th ed.  New York, 
R.R. Bowker 1974, p .  131. 
‘Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 29:525, 1973. 
The  appropriations reveal the erratic funding of ESEA I1 but 
conceal its near extinction in fiscal years (FY) 1970 and 1974 when the 
President’s budget recommended zero funding and the termination of 
the program. The  escalating costs of the Vietnam War and inflation 
increased Congressional support for recision of appropriations. In  FY 
1968, the “2-10 formula” adopted by the administration required every 
civilian agency to trim 2 percent from programs plus 10 percent of other 
controllable obligations.’ The  Vietnam War was also blamed for the 50 
percent slash in Title I1 funds in FY 1969.’ President Johnson’s budget 
for FY 1970, submitted prior to the inauguration of President Nixon, 
recommended a further cut to $42 million. The  new administration 
revised downward the total Office of Education budget  a n d  
recommended zero funding for Title 11. The new 1970 budget also 
JULY, 1975 [471 
MARGARET HAYES GRAZIER 
eliminated the audiovisual and equipment program (NDEA Title 111) 
while Title I of LSCA was reduced by one-half. These proposed slashes 
and eliminations brought concerted action from the library, education, 
and related organizations whose interests were affected. In April 1969 
they formed a coalition, the Emergency Committee for Full Funding of 
Education Programs, which has subsequently participated in legislative 
battles. Its support salvaged Title I1 at the funding level originally 
requested in President Johnson’s b ~ i d g e t . ~  
Restoration of funds for Title I1 and renewed confidence in its 
promise for educational reform came in 1970 when President Nixon 
singled it out as essential to the success of his proposed “Right to Read” 
program.’O His recommendations for $80 million were approved in 
both FY 1971 and FY 1972. 
The  struggle over funds for FY 1973, however, was in the words of 
one active participant of  the Committee for Full Funding the “most 
bitter, complicated, and protracted of all” (of the five fiscal years 
1970-74).” ESEA appropriations were a part of a large Labor-HEW bill 
which was sent to the President in August 1972; the bill was vetoed and 
the veto was upheld in the House. A reduced bill was passed and again 
vetoed. Funding for FY 1973 was eventually provided by two 
continuing resolutions, one of which required the Presi.dent to spend 
for individual education and library programs the lower of the House 
or  Senate figures in the first vetoed Labor-HEM’ bill for FY 1973. 
Although the President signed this continuing resolution in March 
1973, he ignored its provisions and expended for programs only the 
amounts in his budget. For Title 11, his actions withheld $10 million of 
the $100 million mandated in the continuing resolution. 
In  the 1974 budget transmitted by the President in January 1973, the 
administration eliminated all federal programs for libraries and 
educational materials and equipment as a part of a massive termination 
of federal grant programs in education, health, and welfare. In his 
rationale, the President described a “redefined federal role” which 
would restore a greater responsibility to the state and local levels and 
curtail reliance on the federal government. The  House and Senate, 
however, rejected this concept and passed an appropriations bill which 
continued among other grants the funding of the separate titles in 
ESEA. T h e  President signed the bill into law after eliciting a 
compromise from Congress which permitted him to cut 5 percent from 
each program exceeding his budget request. The  administration also 
responded on December 19, 1973, to the U.S. District Court order to 
release impounded FY 1973 HEW funds to the states.12 
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That ESEA 11, born in 1965 as a politically expedient measure, had 
elicited popular support during its ten years of existence is evidenced 
by its treatment in the first major revision of the 1965 Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act. The  Education Amendments of 1974, 
signed by President Ford on August 21, 1974 (PL 93-380), continue 
authorization of funding for libraries and learning resources, but 
encourage the consolidation of such funding with two other categorical 
titles. 
Libraries and Learning Resources, Title IV of the new ESEA, 
combines three categorical programs in a block grant for each of the 
st.ates to distribute to its local education agencies: ESEA Title 11, school 
library resources; NDEA Title 111, educational equipment; and ESEA 
Title 111, guidance, counseling and testing. The  consolidation will be 
effected if two conditions are met: (1 )  forward funding, which requires 
Congress to appropriate funds for Libraries and Learning Resources 
one year in advance, so that schools may plan ahead for the use of 
federal money; and (2) maintenance of federal funding at a specified 
annual l e ~ e l ,  which stipulates that Congress cannot reduce funding for 
the programs included in Libraries and Learning Resources below the 
level of the preceding fiscal year or  the FY 1974 level, whichever is 
higher. If these two conditions are not met, the existing categorical 
ESEA Title I1 school library program will be authorized instead. The  
new law provides for a transitional phase-in, so that in the first year of 
the consolidation, the 1975-76 school year and FY 1976, only 50 
percent of the funds would be consolidated with the remainder allotted 
to the three separate categorical programs. In FY 1977, 100 percent of 
the funds would go into the consolidated program.13 
When and if consolidation occurs, each local education agency will 
completely control its allotment of  the funds among the three 
programs. The  maintenance of effort provisions require only that the 
total amount expended on these programs from non-federal sources 
will equal the amount so expended for the preceding fiscal year. Thus, 
the amounts provided locally to libraries for materials could be 
increased or  reduced each year while the local agency still met the 
stipulation for maintenance of effort for the consolidated prograrn.I4 
The  annual authorization for the new ESEA Title IV is $395 million 
for FY 1976 and “such sums as necessary” for 1977 and 1978. If funds 
are  not appropriated for the new Title IV, ESEA II-the old 
categorical library resources title-is authorized at $220 million 
annually through FY 1978.15 
Thus, ESEA I1 appears to have succeeded to the degree that its 
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potential is incorporated in the new public 1aLv. Whether the potential is 
realized appears to depend at this writing on the initiative and  
leadership of school librarians at the local level. 
An objective re\,iew of ESEA I1 requires, however, an examination of 
its pro\-isions and its impact upon the children and teachers for whom it 
lvas instituted. 
PROVISIONS O F  ESEA I1 
T h e  five-year ESEA I1 program initiated in FY 1966 offered grants 
to the states to acquire school library resources, textbooks, and other 
printed and published instructional materials for use by public and 
private elementary and secondary school children and teachers. It 
required that each state plan for the operation and administration of 
the program based on the criteria specified in the law, foremost of 
which was the provision to “take into consideration the relative need of 
the children and teachers of the State for such library resources.”’6 
The  state plan had to be approved by the C.S. Office of Education 
and became the contract under Fvhich the state operated. Funding for 
the state Fvas determined according to the ratio of public and private 
school enrollment to the total enrollment in all states and the District of 
Columbia. Funds Ivere also allotted to the outlying areas of the nation 
and to the Bureau of Indian Affairs and Department of Defense 
schools. 
Three  categories of materials Ivere eligible: school library resources, 
textbooks, and other printed and published instructional materials. 
Defined as library resources were books, periodicals, pamphlets, maps, 
globes, sound recordings, processed slides, transparencies, films, 
filmstrips, videotapes or  any other printed and published materials o f a  
similar nature. “Other instructional materials” were identical with 
library resources except that they were not processed o r  “organized for 
use.” “Textbooks” meant books, reusable workbooks, o r  manuals used 
as a principal source of study material, a copy of which is required by 
each student. 
Selection \\’as to be the responsibility of the state and local education 
agency, but each state was to develop criteria to insure the purchase of 
quality materials. Materials were to have a life expectancy of more than 
one year. Equipment, shelving and furniture were excluded from the 
plan. 
The  state plan was to set forth the criteria determining relative need 
of children and teachers for library resources and the proportions of 
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the allocation for the three categories of materials. The  priorities for 
the provision of materials were to include factors such as instructional 
requirements ,  quality and  quant i ty  of  available materials, 
requirements of children and teachers in special or  exemplary unit 
programs, the cultural or  linguistic needs of children or  teachers, 
economic need, and the previous and current financial efforts in 
relation to financial ability. The  regulations noted that distribution of 
resources solely on a per capita basis did not satisfy this provision. 
States were also required to insure that Title 11 funds were not 
substituted for local or state appropriations for materials since the 
purpose of the legislation was to encourage additional support for 
library and instructional resources. 
T h e  administration of Title I1 was vested in a state agency 
responsible for: formulating policies to make the program’s resources 
available to all children in the schools of the state; developing and 
disseminating standards for the selection and use of materials; 
supervising and evaluating programs for the acquisition of materials; 
maintaining and reporting essential data and inventories. The  amount 
permitted the state agency for administration was not to exceed 
$50,000 o r  5 percent of its Title I1 payment, whichever was greater. 
Although this paper focuses on ESEA I1 because of its direct aid to 
school libraries, the contributions of other federal programs should be 
noted. Foremost among earlier legislation was Title 111of the National 
Defense Education Act of 1958 which has provided matching grants to 
the states for equipment and materials and minor remodeling of 
classrooms, laboratories and audiovisual libraries for elementary and 
secondary school subjects. Originally limited to science, mathematics, 
and modern foreign languages, Title I11 was expanded in 1964 to 
include history, civics, geography, English, and reading. NDEA I11 
could be used to buy equipment for projecting the audiovisual 
materials procured under ESEA 11. 
ESEA Titles I and 111, however, afforded a potential gold mine for 
school library development. Title I ,  targeted for education of children 
from low-income families, and Title 111,targeted for experimentation 
and innovation to improve the quality of education, permitted 
expendi tures  for  professional and  supportive staff as well as 
equipment and materials. The  states could and did coordinate ESEA I1 
with these programs. For example, Title I invested heavily in personnel 
and facilities for reading programs while Title I1 supplied materials. 
The  exemplary programs developed under Title I11 included resource 
centers and media projects to which Title I1 allotted special purpose 
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funds. ESEA Title V strengthened state departments of education and 
increased the consultative and technical assistance they could make 
available to local communities in using the Title I1 grants." 
The  pre-service and continuing education of school librarians to 
prepare them for the expanded role of the emerging library media 
program has been assisted by short- and long-term institutes funded 
first under NDEA Title XI, and since 1968 under Title II-B of the 
Higher Education Act. 
That  much federal legislation aids school libraries without specific 
mention of them has been emphasized repeatedly by school librarians 
concerned with federal aid. Their message is: know your federal 
legislation and use it to improve your school library service. The  
diligent, albeit only partially successful efforts of school librarians to 
retain categorical aid offered in ESEA I1 suggest, however, that 
librarians prefer direct assistance to indirect. The  key question, even 
though somewhat rhetorical in light of the revised ESEA legislation is: 
What have been the results of ESEA II? 
IMPACT OF ESEA I1 
The  major studies of the impact of Title I1 upon the educational 
program of the school have been conducted under the auspices of the 
U.S. Office of Education. The  studies were designed to evaluate the 
effect of increased instructional materials on the improvement of 
instruction and on pupil achievement. Two were case studies of (1) 
schools with libraries which had none prior to the Title I1 program," 
and (2) schools with special purpose grants for demonstration of 
exemplary media programs.lg The  third was a comprehensive survey 
of a sample of school districts in the United States.20 Involved in the 
initial planning of these studies were library/media and evaluation 
specialists from the Office of Education and state education agencies. A 
national conference (February 1968) and  a series of  regional 
conferences (July 1968) with evaluation staff from state departments of 
education and local school districts were used to review the scope and 
the instruments of the survey and to enlist cooperation in its conduct. 
T h e  case studies focused on schools at opposite ends of the 
continuum of school library media program development. The  nine 
elementary schools in cities serving children from low-income families 
were representative of the schools enrolling 10 million elementary 
pupils which, prior to ESEA 11, lacked libraries and which Title I1 had 
been designed to help. Criteria for the schools selected for study were: 
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the media center had been established since the inception of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act; the media center had some 
professional staff; the school was in a ghetto. The  eight schools (three 
elementary, three j unio r high , two senior high) with demonstration 
projects were sufficiently experienced with and committed to media 
programs that they had been selected by the state education agency to 
receive a special purpose grant to acquire exemplary materials, 
facilities, equipment  and  personnel that  they might serve as 
demonstrations for other schools in the region. The  schools in both 
groups had coordinated funds from two or  more federal programs 
with those from local and state sources to support their media 
programs. Any impact identified in the studies is, therefore, not 
limited to Title 11. 
The methodology of both studies was essentially identical. The survey 
instruments included guides for collecting data about materials, 
equipment and staff, and interview guides for use with principals, 
selected (or  volunteer) teachers and selected students. On-site 
interviews were conducted by staff members from the Office of 
Education and school media specialists from state education agencies, 
library science and media programs in universities, and school library 
supervisory offices in large city school systems. The  resulting data 
were, therefore, quantitative facts about the components of the 
program and opinions of those concerned with it, either as clientele or  
directors. 
The  nine new elementary media centers in the inner cities of 
Cleveland, Buffalo, and Los Angeles had much in common. In  
materials and  equipment  they were grossly inadequate: book 
collections ranged from 2.6 per student to 4.8 as compared to the 10 
recommended by the national standards; filmstrip viewers were 
usually the only audiovisual equipment available, and four of the nine 
schools lacked them;  staff, space, and  facilities were limited. 
Nonetheless, a start had been made and ESEA I1 was credited with the 
impetus for the establishment of the media centers and as the incentive 
for an increase in local funds for media center materials in Los Angeles 
and Cleveland and in state funds in Buk-falo. 
The  greatest impact of the media center was made on the pupils. 
Almost all the randomly sampled students interviewed said they 
enjoyed going to the media center because they liked to read and 
because the materials there helped them in their school work. 
Enthusiasm for reading, however, had not raised their reading scores 
since the establishment of the media center. Many were vocal in their 
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suggestions for improvement. Desires high on their list were: to go to 
the center more often; to have more materials (often noting specific 
complaints); to have more librarians to help them. In all the schools 
surveyed, a policy of rigid schedules of class visits limited the 
accessibility of the resources of the center and inhibited their potential 
impact on instruction. 
The  opinions of teachers and principals varied to a great extent 
about the influence of the establishment of the media center on 
changes in the instructional program and on teaching methods. Both 
groups agreed that the potential of  media center materials for 
influencing change was great. Teachers gave high marks to those 
services which are basic to any library media center: organizing 
materials, making them accessible, and helping children use them. 
The  eight schools where demonstrations projects had been funded 
under ESEA I1 were chosen on the basis o f  (1) grade level (as noted 
above); (2) location-two in New York, two in North Carolina, and one 
each in California and Oregon; (3) type of community-from a 
bedroom community in a Kansas City suburb to an agricultural 
community in California; (4) enrollment-from 435 to 1,404; and ( 5 )  
amount of Title I1 grant-from $5,228 to $58,810. The  objectives of 
the special grants varied for each school, but all related to improving 
students’ learning through the media program. 
Materials, facilities, equipment and personnel in the eight schools 
were rated exemplary for the most part. They achieved this excellence 
by having substantial local and state support and by using grants from 
two o r  more federal programs-ESEA I, 11, I11 and NDEA 111. The  
impact of the program was judged primarily on the basis of opinion 
elicited in interviews with 345 teachers and 673 students. 
Teachers were queried about changes in curriculum and instruction, 
utilization of materials, attitudes of parents and administrators, and 
pupil behavior. Sample items in these categories were: increased 
materials have contributed to individualization of instruction; teacher 
interest in using materials in classroom instruction has increased; 
parents have become more aware of the media center; there is more 
cooperation between media staff and most classroom teachers; the 
increase in materials has contributed to s tudent  learning and  
achievement. Change was to be indicated as one of three degrees-to a 
great extent, to a limited extent, not at all. More than half the teachers 
asserted that the additional resources had effected change to a great 
extent in thirty-one of the thirty-four questions asked. 
The  most difficult items for teachers to assess accurately (in the 
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opinion of  this critic) were summary questions in each category which 
asked, e.g.: What changes in pupil behavior can be attributed to the 
Title I1 special purpose grant! It is questionable pvhether teachers 
could distinguish the impact of materials from different funds. 
Five of the eight principals and more than one-third of the teachers 
believed the increment in materials and services had only slightly 
changed the curriculum content. The  principals and media specialists 
agreed with the majority of teachers on other questions and credited 
extensive changes to the improvement of the media program. 
The  students noted items “liked best” about their school media 
center and those “liked least.” Of the “liked best” items, over one-half 
voted for the caliber of the materials collection. Many commented, 
however, that more materials were needed. Apparently increased use 
of the media center increased student awareness of its deficiencies. 
Students expressing dislikes referred to the need for more materials, 
often by specific content or  form; the need for more space; the need for 
a school policy allowing for more time in the media center; the need for 
more staff assistance. Over 80 percent of the students said they and 
their fellow students used the media center more because of the new 
books and other materials necessary for school work. 
What do the results of the two groups of case studies reveal about the 
impact of Title I1 upon pupils, teachers and learning? First, they 
suggest the impossibility of isolating the effect of Title I1 resources 
from those of  other  funds.  Second, they offer no  data  about 
improvements in learning. Only in the inner-city schools were 
before-and-after reading scores collected, and they revealed no 
marked change. Third,  they document pupils’ positive attitudes 
toward the media program and their desire for more and better 
materials, more school hours in the center and more staff to help them. 
Fourth, they reveal the striking disparity between a rudimentary media 
center and a quality center which meets national standards. Teachers 
and administrators believe that a quality program with adequate 
resources, staff and plant becomes a laboratory for learning and an 
integral part of the instructional program. The  beginning programs 
lack sufficient resources and equipment to change curriculum or  
teaching methods significantly, although principal and teachers have 
faith in their potential. Fifth, they suggest that it is essential for the 
library media specialist to participate in the entire instructional 
program. 
The  third and most comprehensive of the evaluations of Title I1 
undertaken by the Office of Education was national in scope and 
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covered the first three fiscal years of program operation. The  survey, 
folloiving the planning noted above, was conducted during 1968. T h e  
sample consisted of 482 school districts, stratified by enrollment. 
Within the districts, 1,29 1 elementary and 705 secondary schools were 
selected by random sampling. Question,naires were directed to school 
principals, to school media personnel, and, with supplements for 
public schools and private schools, to the school district. The  response 
was 90.7 percent of the elementary schools and 87.7 percent of the 
secondary schools. Data on private schools were obtained by each 
school district  comple t ing  the  “Private  School Supp lemen t”  
questionnaire. 
The  survey asked four questions: (1) Is the intent of the statute being 
carried out? (2) Does the program effect the goals of the statute? (3) 
Have the possibilities of the law been realized? (4) Should the law be 
revised? 
Ti t le  I1 sought  “ the  upgrad ing  of  quant i ty  a n d  quality of  
instructional materials.” Survey data  indicated that  t he  law’s 
achievement was commensurate with its checkbook. T h e  goals 
(question 2) referred to specific provisions in the statute: (1) to 
distribute equitably materials to children and teachers in public and 
private schools; (2) to distribute materials on the basis of relative need; 
(3) to maintain and increase state and local financial support for 
instructional materials; and (4) to insure availability, selection and 
standards for materials. 
Almost all eligible public and private schools participated in the Title 
I1 program-evidence of the equitability of distribution of Title I1 
resources between them, State and local sources provided the greatest 
proportion of funds for instructional materials. Title I1 supplemented 
these funds and encouraged an increase in state and local funding. 
Nonetheless, only 16 percent of the school districts met o r  exceeded the 
1960 standards of the ALA. The  total of materials available (library 
books, audiovisual materials, and other materials) failed to meet state 
standards in more than 50 percent of the secondary schools.20 
The  survey reports that selection adheres to criteria specified in state 
plans. Media specialists, teachers, and curricular personnel cooperate 
in selection. School library resources relate better to curricular and  
s tuden t  needs .  T h e  collections fell shor t  in high-interest ,  
low-vocabulary books, in trade books for basic collections, and in 
audiovisual materials, Of the schools surveyed, the proportion with 
media centers increased from 52 to 85 percent, largely in elementary 
schools; however, 19 percent of the elementary schools and 6 percent 
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of the secondary schools still lacked them.*l 
As a result of Title 11, the survey reports, there was a significant 
increase in the use of the media center by students for class assignments 
and for pleasure reading. Teachers more often evaluated and selected 
materials and asked for help from media personnel in locating them. 
The  negligible increase in instruction and team teaching by media staff 
was attributed to the lack of materials in many schools, which may have 
discouraged teachers from changing their teaching methods. The  
survey testified that Title I1 had stimulated employment of media 
personnel but that many schools, especially elementary schools, lack 
such staff.22 
Revisions in the law are suggested. Additional funds are essential for 
administration of Title I1 at both the state and local levels. The  state, in 
particular, needs a staff adequate to plan, evaluate and disseminate 
information as well as to manage the distribution and control of 
materials. A clearer definition in the law of the criterion of relative 
need is recommended. School district personnel require direction in 
the application of relative need formulae in alloting funds within 
school districts. Although state agencies employ relative need criteria 
in administering Title 11, the survey found the operation of relative 
need factors seldom evident in local school districts.23 
T o  increase the impact of Title 11, the survey recommends funding 
to the level of authorization, During the initial three years, Title I1 has 
contributed about 8 percent of the annual cost of instructional 
materials; an, increase to at least 16 percent and, if possible, to 25 
percent is urged. The  report warns of the need for safeguards in the 
event of grant consolidation to assure a fair share of funds for 
instructional materials because “the unmet and continuing needs for 
such materials are so great and their role in supporting instruction is so 
The  survey contributes benchmark data about the use of Title I1 
funds. Its detailed quantitative analyses of the distribution and results 
of the program are complemented by the in-depth reporting in the 
case studies of interviews with the teachers, students, and media 
specialists in direct contact with the resources Title I1 made possible. 
Annual reports of the Office of Education offer aggregate data 
compiled from state education agency reports about the expenditure 
of funds, categories of instructional materials purchased under Title 
11, and its use in strengthening instruction through improved 
resources and services. A noteworthy feature of the Title I1 programs 
detailed in these reports was the special purpose grant program which 
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thirty-one states had used during the three years of operation 
summarized in the 1968 report.25 Its purpose was to demonstrate the 
impact upon instruction and students’ learning of a library adequate in 
quantity, quality and variety, and under the direction of a creative 
librarian. The  materials provided from the special purpose grants 
supported a variety of curricular programs, art and humanities, social 
studies, vocational education and the needs of special groups of 
chi1d re n- t h e hand ica p p e d , the e mot io n a 11y d ist r b e d in state 
institutions, the academically talented, and those for whom English is a 
second language. The 1972 report reflects the emphasis accorded 
reading after Title I1 helped fund the Right to Read Program.26 A 
special L.S.O.E. periodical, ESEA Title 11 and the Right to Read, Notable 
Reading Projects, explains the projects, including their objectives and 
plan of evaluation.27 
The ERIC data bank makes available reports from numerous school 
districts lvhich mounted special programs through funds received 
from E,SEA Titles I ,  11, and 111. The only attempt to synthesize the 
findings of these local experiments is in the Office of Education annual 
reports which abstract the narratives from each state education agency. 
The implications of one such study, the Sobrante Park Evaluation, 
noted by Cyr, underscore the central difficulty in evaluation of media 
projects.2HThe Sobrante Park Project, using special funds from ESEA 
11, created a media program in an inner-city Oakland, California, 
school.29 The evaluation ivas based on the opinions of those who 
benefited from or  ryere involved ivith the use of the center. Parents as 
well as teachers believed the media center had helped to improve their 
children’s academic performance. Teachers rated highest the media 
center’s favorable impact on student motivation and enlargement of 
their general knowledge. Children enjoyed the center, and asked for 
more materials and more conference rooms. But the study reported no 
improvement in the children’s scores on standardized reading tests. 
Cyr argues that the reading achievement test is a questionable indicator 
of the value of media programs. She submits that libraryimedia 
specialists a re  primarily concerned with motivating s tudents ,  
stimulating their intellectual curiosity, exciting them about reading for 
fun. Their help to students in formal learning is indirect, through 
helping teachers. The  Sobrante Park Project points up the impact of 
the media center while renewing the issue of appropriate objectives for 
the media program. 
Many studies have tried to determine the influence of federal aid on 
education. While they d o  not usually isolate funding of school 
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libraries, they nonetheless point up relevant limitations of federal 
funding. For example, Berke and Kirst investigated the impact of  
federal aid on the finances of public school systems. A major question 
was whether poor districts were helped more or  less than wealthier 
ones. The  study covered the period 1965-68 and attempted to trace 
payments to school districts in six states from eight federal programs, 
including ESEA 11. Its chief criticism of Title I1 was the ambiguity in 
the law and in the Office of Education rcgulations about the criterion 
of “relative need.” Berke and Kirst found examples in which major 
cities received less aid from ESEA I1 than justified by their proportion 
of the state’s pupil population. Allowing for the more costly needs of 
central city students, the discrimination became more evident.30 
In a synthesis of studies about the effect of federally stimulated 
change in education, Kirst deplores the scanty information available on 
pupil attainment in the program even as he admits the difficulty of 
documenting such influence. (The school library resources program is 
not alone in its failure here.) He credits categorical programs for 
getting new things started but notes the paucity of data on whether they 
keep going. Although pessimistic about the lasting impact of federal 
demonstrations, he acknowledges that without them reporting 
innovation would be limited.31 
In sum, the growth of school library resources resulting from federal 
aid and increased support from state and local funds has been 
insufficient to remove the inadequacies which led to the enactment of 
ESEA 11. The  statement in the 1968 report of the National Advisory 
Commission on Libraries remains valid: “Recent Federal legislation 
has already had visible impact on elementary and secondary school 
library development, in part by encouraging much greater local effort 
in library improvement. Nevertheless, and in spite of differences from 
one system to another, the needs of  our  schools in general for books 
and other library materials, for adequate physical facilities in which to 
house libraries, and for staff are so enormous that continued Federal 
assistance is n e c e s ~ a r y . ” ~ ~  
The  special needs of poor children, particularly in urban schools 
with impoverished libraries, should be recognized, and the regulations 
should be clarified about “relative need,” The  increase in federal aid 
for school library resources recommended by the Office of Education 
could aid the poor and at the same time stimulate improvement of 
library and instructional resources for children in outlying areas. In  
short, the cities need a larger slice of the loaf, but the loaf itself needs to 
be bigger. 
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Provisions for the staff required to administer the library resources 
program have been unrealistic. The  allotment of 5 percent of the state 
Title I1 share or  $50,000 (whichever is greater) to the state education 
agency has prohibited employing sufficient personnel offering the 
leadership and guidance required to plan judicious use of federal 
funds and, at the same time, to manage reporting, at both the state and 
local levels. Erratic funding of Title I1 has handicapped the state 
agency in securing and holding staff. 
The  omission in federal legislation for professional school library 
media staff at the local level is a major weakness, particularly for 
elementary schools, many of which are without libraries. T h e  media 
specialist o r  librarian is essential to integrating learning resources with 
the school’s instructional program. 
If the consolidation authorized by Title IV of the Education 
Amendments of 1974 occurs, school libraries may have continuing 
support for resources and additional incentive to apply for grants for 
audiovisual equipment. The  consolidation encouraged in Title IV may 
offer a source for funding professional libraryimedia staff at both the 
local and state levels. Critical, however, will be the ability of school 
media specialists to convince the educational community-ad- 
ministrators, faculty, parents and  educational organizations- 
of the need and worth of the school library media program. If they fail, 
federal funds formerly earmarked for library resources will flow to 
other programs. The  new legislation appears to retard school library 
de\elopment because it no longer guarantees funds for instructional 
materials and equipment, If it spurs school library media specialists to 
greater efforts in relating media and instruction, it could be a blessing 
in disguise. 
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LIBRARY TRENDS 
T h e  Higher Education Act, Title 11-A: Its Impact 
O n  T h e  Academic Library 
ALAN C A R T E R  S M I T H  
THEYEAR 1965 marked a high point in the history of 
federal legislation for libraries. Acting in response to demands for 
more social legislation, and uith the strength of his sweeping kictory at 
the polls behind him, President Lyndon Johnson, in a special message 
on education delivered January 12, 1965, urged the Congress to “push 
ahead with the No. 1 business of the American people-the education 
of our youth.”’ He remarked: “Every child must be encouraged to get 
as much education as he has the ability to take. We want this not only for 
his sake-but for the Nation’s sake. Nothing matters more to the future 
of our country; not our military preparedness-for armed might is 
worthless if we lack the brainpower to build a world of peace; not our  
productive economy-for we cannot sustain growth without trained 
manpower; not our  democratic system of government-for freedom is 
fragile if citizens are ignorant.”2 
The  legislators-subsequently dubbed by Eileen Cooke of the ALA 
Washington Office as the second “Education Congress”-responded 
by promptly enacting several pieces of legislation designed to impro\ e 
education and library service at all levels. The  Higher Education Act 
(HEA) has proven most valuable in its provision of materials and 
encouragement of training and research in academic libraries. 
Previous legislation had provided library buildings, but as Johnson 
remarked in his speech: “To construct a library building is meaningless 
unless there are books to bring life to the 1ibra1-y.”~ 
Hearings on the proposed Higher Education Act of 1965before the 
House Special Subcommittee on Education reflected the broad sense 
of mission and historical perspective then prevalent. For example, 
Alan Carter Smith is Lecturer, School of Library Science, The  University of Michigan, 
Ann Arbor, Michigan. 
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Anthony J .  Celebrezze, Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
stated: 
In 1963 and 1964 history was made, through the efforts of this 
committee and its capable chairman [the Committee on Education 
and Labor] and the 88th Congress, named by President Johnson as 
“the Education Congress.” The  continuing commitment of America 
to equality of educational opportunity for all youth was significantly 
upheld. 
Landmark measures were passed to provide classrooms, libraries, 
and laboratories for undergraduate institutions; facilities for new 
graduate schools; grants for community colleges; more loans and 
graduate fellowships for students enrolled in higher education; and 
enlarged and improved training for physicians, dentists, and 
nurses.. . . 
There is still much to be done. “Higher education is no longer a 
luxury, but a necessity,” as President Johnson statedS4 
Senate hearings also reflected this sense of purpose and historical 
significance. Senator  Wayne Morse, chairman of  that body’s 
subcommittee on education, stated his hopes for fulfilling the 
President’s proposed legislation and anticipated the degree of 
gratitude future generations of Americans would owe these and 
similar eff0rts.j 
Signed into law on November 8, 1963, the Higher Education Act 
addressed itself to a spectrum of problems in higher education: 
university extension and  continuing education, strengthening 
developing institutions, and student assistance. Specifically, Title II-A 
of the act mapped out a program for community college, college, and 
university library assistance; Title II-B provided for library training 
and research; and Title II-C authorized a centralized acquisitions and 
cataloging program under the direction of the Library of Congress. 
This article will consider the legislative history, objectives, provisions, 
effects and proposed expansion and modification under  future 
legislation of Title II-A. 
HISTORY AND EFFECTS OF LEGISLATION 
Title II-A was designed to provide funds for acquisition of books, 
periodicals, documents and other media, and “necessary binding” at 
each type of academic library, whether at a university, a college, or  a 
community college. Secretary Celebrezze, speaking for enactment, had 
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quoted the nineteenth-century words of Thomas Carlyle, emphasizing 
the usefulness of books as an aid to teaching and research excellence 
both for teacher and learner, and underlining more extensive needs in 
the twentieth century, the era of education’s self-paced learner: “The 
true university of these days is a collection of books.”6 
At the time of HEA’s passage, an estimated 4.8 million students were 
enrolled in 2,100 institutions of higher education in the United States. 
Approximately one-half of the libraries of four-year institutions failed 
to meet minimum standards; 82 percent of two-year institutions were 
inadequate in library resources. At least fifteen universities offering 
the Ph.D. degree did not have 150,000volumes in their libraries, which 
would be adequate for a small liberal arts college. Additionally, 
research needs, particularly in the university library, were thought to 
be growing more extensive; expansion resulting both from attempts to 
serve the areas of interest of more students and from response to the 
“twigging of knowledge” (the rapid emergence of new fields of inquiry 
and the recombinations of old ones) had weakened library budgets. 
Additional books were required to meet the research needs of an 
anticipated increase in the number of professionals whose careers 
would depend upon superior library resources. Inflation, too, was a 
factor to be considered; book costs had increased approximately 
one-third over their 1960 level. 
Johnson saw the HEA working at three levels: to help the 
less-developed and smaller institutions improve their libraries; to 
enrich the resources of the college and university libraries; and to allow 
the resources of the great universities to assist in solving such national 
problems as poverty and community development.’ 
The  law specified three types of grant: basic, supplemental, and 
special purpose. Eighty-five percent of each year’s appropriation 
under Title II-A was to be directed to basic and supplemental grants; 
the remainder was to be divided among special purpose grantsas 
Up to $5,000 was allotted as a basic grant to an institution of higher 
education and to combinations of such institutions; the amount 
specified appears to have been an arbitrary figure. This sum was to be 
allowed by the Commissioner of Education upon written application 
from the institution, provided that a matching sum was allotted by the 
institution and that the level of expenditure for library resources for 
the year of  appropriation equaled the average figure for  the 
preceding two years. The  sum was also to be expended during the fiscal 
year for which the grant.was requested. 
Supplemental grants were authorized by the law in an amount not to 
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exceed $10 per each full-time student. These grants were to be 
art-arded by the commissioner, Lvho Ivas to take into consideration such 
factors as the size and age of the library collection, student enrollment, 
and endoivments and other financial resources of the institution. 
Matching requirements \!.ere Ivaived in this section. 
The  remaining 15 percent of appropriations under Title 11-A was 
allocated to special purpose grants. A4gain, the commissioner was 
empokvered to release the sums, considering such factors as the special 
needs of some institutions for additional library resources (Type A 
grants), the contributions some libraries make to special national or  
regional needs (Type B grants), and efforts of some institutions to 
promote joint-use facilities (Type C grants). Special purpose grants 
required matching at the rate of 1:3 from outside sources; also, 
expenditures for other library purposes \\.ere to be maintained at the 
average annual rate of the tlt'o years preceding June 30, 1965. 
To provide guidance and criteria in the distribution of supplemental 
and special grants, the law required the Commissioner of Education to 
establish an Advisory Council on College Library Resources in the 
Office of E.ducation. The  committee Ivas to consist of the commissioner 
(as chairman) and eight members appointed by him, subject to the 
approval of the Secretary of Health, Education, and We1fa1-e.~ 
On May 13, 1963, President Johnson signed the supplemental 
appropriations bill providing limited funds for Title II--$lO million 
were appropriated for Title 11-A out of an authorization of $50 million. 
This sum provided 1,830 basic grants for fiscal year (FY) 1966; no 
special purpose or  supplemental grants were awarded that year. 
Within two weeks, the Office of Education sent out and processed 
applications from more than 2,000 institutions and mailed checks.1° 
These initial grants appeared to please and satisfy the academic 
community. At a 1966 symposium on HEA-1965, Helen Welch, then 
acquisitions librarian at the University of Illinois, noted that $5,000was 
a particularly significant addition to the small college's budget; for 
large and well-endowed institutions, the sum was welcome.'l In  both 
instances, the possibility for future supplemental and special purpose 
grants existed, and Welch believed library opportunities realizable 
through these grants to be significant. 
Title 11-A grants continued to be made during fiscal years 1967 and 
1968 under authorization of the 1965 law and at the $25 million level. 
Total funds were distributed among the three types of academic 
libraries as follows: approximately 20 percent to junior  college 
libraries, 40-45 percent to college libraries, and 35 percent to university 
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libraries. In FY 1967, basic grants were made to 1,989 libraries; in 
1968, to 2,111. Supplemental awards were first made available in 1967, 
providing assistance to 1,266 libraries that year; in 1968, 1,524 
institutions received aid. These appropriations were awarded to 
approximately 75 percent of those applying. 
Special purpose awards also began to be made in 1967. Type A funds 
were perhaps the biggest disappointment to the many unsuccessful 
applicants; these funds were allocated for institutions of higher 
education which exhibited a need to augment their library resources 
and which could demonstrate that the quality of their educational 
resources would be substantially enhanced by such an increase in 
resources. In 1967 only 54 out of 120 applications were funded; in 
1968, just 19 out of 495; amounts ranged from $3,000 to $100,000.’2 
Perhaps the reason for this low level of funding was that the criteria 
used to score the applications were not very different from those for 
the supplemental grants. Katherine Stokes, then College and  
University Library Specialist in the Office of Education, summed up  
the problem: “Both types fitted an almost universal description of the 
situation of a higher education institution’s library in the late ’60’s. 
Growing enrollments, rising book prices, and expanding programs at 
every level f rom undergraduate  courses to the Ph.D. were 
characteristic reasons given for needing Federal grant money in 
practically every application for a supplemental o r  a Special Purpose 
Type A grant.’’13 
Back runs and missing issues of periodicals appear to have been the 
most frequent types of purchase made under these grants.14 Often the 
material was supplied in microform, perhaps because the title was 
available only in that format, but also because sudden additions in this 
form to the library’s stock did not require much space in the already 
crowded library stacks. Moreover, a few long runs of periodicals would 
not overload the catalogers, who presumably could not have processed 
in one year a number of monographs equal to the number of multiple 
volumes for one periodical title. 
Other purchases indicated a rising interest in audiovisual materials; 
in non-Western, black, and other minority group studies; and in 
reprint materials to fill in lacking volumes, such as those listed inBooks 
for  College Libraries. Several institutions used funds to improve their 
collections to meet ALA standards for size of collection, or  to meet 
North Central, Middle States, or  Southern Association accreditation 
standards. In 1968, purchases belied a new emphasis on materials 
about urban problems, such as air and water pollution. 
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Special Type B grants were designed to help institutions of higher 
education provide adequate library and information science resources 
to satisfy special national o r  regional needs. This purpose of  funding 
implied the willingness of the library to make purchased collections 
available for research beyond its own campus. Money was available if 
an institution maintained a “comprehensive library collection in a 
specialized subject field, either independently or  cooperatively with 
other institutions of higher education, which is required for advanced 
scholarship o r  research, and makes such resources available to the 
national o r  regional scholarly community,” as the policies and 
procedures manual accompanying the application forms stated.15 
Members of the Association of Research Libraries (ARL) were 
particularly well prepared to apply for this type of grant, for they had 
been shouldering similar responsibilities for years. In 1948 they had 
initiated the Farmington Plan (discont inued in 1972) for  
comprehensive purchase of important titles published anywhere in the 
world, dividing the collective burden individually by country, subject 
area, and library interest. LACAP (the Latin American Cooperative 
Acquisitions Project, discontined in 1973, and a part of the Farmington 
Plan) and the PL-480 plan also had quickened expertise in the 
administration of area study funds, The  majority of special Type B 
grants during 1967-68 went to ARL libraries. 
As might be expected, much of the acquisitions money went to 
strengthen resources for Near Eastern, East Asian, Latin American, 
and African Studies collections.16 Nevertheless, one ARL member 
library was able to purchase a substantial music research collection 
totaling 2,838 volumes, with music scores and original manuscripts. In 
1967 a $15,000 Type B award went to Ohio University, Athens (a 
non-ARL library), to strengthen its collections in fine arts, the volumes 
to be made more widely available through the computer facilities of the 
Ohio College Library Center. In 1968, Sam Houston State College in 
Texas (also a non-ARL library) found it possible to purchase education 
and criminology resources, collection areas later to be strengthened by 
a Type A grant in 1969. 
Type C awards aroused perhaps the most controversy of any special 
purpose grants, especially among grants officials. These grants were 
for the benefit of combinations of institutions of higher education 
requiring aid in the establishment and strengthening of joint-use 
facilities. Criticism was presented of consortia of libraries being hastily 
established to take advantage of government grants, stressing shared 
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resources on paper, yet being virtually nothing more than interlibrary 
loan agreements. 
“Yet,” as Katherine Stokes pointed out, “it is this sharing of resources 
in order to avoid unnecessary duplication of expensive or  seldom used 
materials that was an underlying purpose when the HEA Title II-A 
College Library Resources program was created.”” Moreover, it must 
be agreed that interlibrary loan is a valuable tool in providing 
expensive or  little-used material, particularly for research. In 1967, 
Type C grants totaled $1,575,050 to 71 applicants; in 1968, $1,996,003 
went to 209 libraries.18 In 1968, individual grants ranged from $20,000 
to a group of seven libraries in Pennsylvania, to $286,000 for an 
1 &member combination of libraries in Kansas. 
Periodicals on microfilm again appear as a frequent investment 
under Type C grants to save space, cataloging time, and expensive 
binding costs. T h e  New England Library Information Network 
received a special grant for acquisition of resources in 1968, which was 
complemented by a Title II-B research grant for the development of 
union catalog capabilities. 
Opportunity for increased graduate study and research was a 
positive result of these and similar grants. However, the administrator 
of a West Coast grant summed up perhaps even more important 
results: 
Transcending the highly significant immediate benefits has been the 
effect exerted by the successful administration of the grant on the 
member institutions. . . , Participation in this successful cooperative 
venture has sparked a series of inter-institutional projects and has 
united the librarians into a well functioning organization having 
established lines of communications and a scheduled program of 
meetings and workshops. , , . Last but by no means least among the 
benefits is the spa rk .  of  enthusiasm which the  successful 
accomplishment of this cooperative endeavor infused into the 
association at a time when financial problems seemed to become 
overwhelming and are creating an atmosphere of pessimism in the 
private institution^.'^ 
A total of  5,930 basic grants amounting to $29,307,574 were 
awarded during FY 1966-68; 2,790 supplemental grants amounting to 
$22,081,316 were made during that same period; and $7,007,026 for 
192 projects were distributed in special purpose fundsUz0 In total, a sum 
approaching$60 million was expended under Title II-A in that period. 
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During the Congressional hearings in consideration of the HEA 
Amendments of 1968, interested educators and librarians commented 
about the effectiveness of Title II-A. In a Mritten statement submitted 
February 28, 1968, Stephen A. McCarthy, executive secretary of ARL, 
perhaps best summed up the impact of the legislation on the library 
community: “Despite the fact that Title II-A has never been funded at 
more than fifty percent of the authorization, it has nevertheless 
enabled many smaller institutions to augment their library resources in 
a substantial manner. Under the supplemental and special grants 
programs of Title II-A, selected larger libraries have been assisted in 
developing special library resources in support of programs of 
instruction and research 51 hich otherwise would have been of far 
poorer quality.”’l 
Most of the hearings time for the Higher Eduction Amendments of 
1968 was not directed to the Higher Education Act of 1965. Instead, 
the National Vocational Student Loan Insurance Act of 1965 and 
especially the National Defense Education Act of 1958 elicited much 
controversy and testimony. When Title I1 of the HEA was considered, 
most of the discussion was directed toward Title II-B or  II-C. Perhaps 
this paucity of evidence on Title II-A resulted from the successful 
lobbying efforts of ALA and also the general approbation toward the 
title felt by Congressmen. 
President Johnson signed PL90-575 on October 16, 1968, providing 
a three-year extension to the Higher Education Act of 1965.” The  law 
authorized expenditure of $25 million for Title I1 for FY 1969; $75 
million for 1970; and $90 million for 1971. Additionally, in response to 
testimony presented at Congressional hearings, particularly Edmon 
Low’s testimony in the Senate for ALA, certain amendments were 
introduced to liberalize and equalize distribution of sums under 
various types of grants. For example, new institutions were permitted 
to apply for basic grants in the fiscal year preceding the first year in 
which students were to be enrolled; branches of institutions were made 
eligible for supplemental and special purpose grants. Also, the 
maintenance of effort requirement for special purpose grants was 
modified to allow annual expenditures to continue at the average 
annual rate spent in 1963-65, o r  at the average annual rate during the 
two years preceding application for the grant, whichever was less; this 
provision would insure that libraries hit with financial cutbacks would 
not suffer. 
Awards for FY 1969 occurred at approximately the same level and 
with the same distribution as during the previous two years: basic 
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grants to 2,224 institutions went out; 1,747 supplemental grants 
totaled $10,318,415, and $1,474,000 was awarded for special purpose 
funding through 77 grants.23 The  rising number of applicants in both 
the basic and supplemental grant categories, coupled rvith the static 
$25 million appropr ia t ion  level, resulted in a decrease in 
supplementary funds in 1968 and 1969.24 Characteristically, too, i t  was 
possible for the largest institutions with huge enrollments and many 
Ph.D. programs to receive the greatest awards. The  main campus 
library at the University of Minnesota (enrolling 44,815 students and 
with 27 doctoral fields of study) received $128,680; of this, $40,000 was 
a special purpose Type B grant to help develop its Asian library, the 
only such resource for scholars between Chicago and the West Coast.25 
In 1969, special purpose Type A funds were used mostly for 
periodical backfiles, many in microform, again with some effort to 
meet ALA or  other accrediting association standards, and also with an 
eye to providing support for new advanced degree programs.26 More 
interest in urban problems was evidenced, as were efforts to make 
particular campus resources more widely available to the general 
community. In one southwestern institution, audiovisual materials 
were bought for use in conjunction with the state education service 
center located in the community. An Eastern institution with a strong 
emphasis in engineering reported that grant funds had improved 
resources demonstrably, and had created an awareness among the 
engineering students of the value of using library materials for the 
solution of interdisciplinary technological problems. 
Type B awards went once again in significant quantity to area studies 
programs, especially those dealing with East Asia, Africa, and the 
Middle East.27 One Type B special purpose award of $40,000was used 
to add to a midwestern ARL member library’s volumes in the following 
areas: eighteenth-century British political, economic, and social 
history; medieval and Renaissance civilization; modern European 
literature; natural history, especially ornithology and botany: historical 
cartography; and the French Revolution. This university is responsible 
for 72 percent of the doctoral programs offered within its state; also, 
information from unique library materials, constituting a national 
resource, have been supplied to scholars in, among other places, 
Athens, Brisbane, Capetown, Dublin, Florence, Rome, London, and 
Utrecht, as well as to researchers in other parts of the United States. 
Three non-ARL libraries received special purpose Type B awards in 
1969: the Georgia Institute of Technology, the Northrop Institute of 
Technology in California, and Oberlin College in Ohio. Much of the 
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$30,000 granted to the Georgia Institute of Technology was used to 
obtain materials previously distributed free by federal agencies. 
Type C grants were awarded in the amount of $2,276,000 to 22 
combinations of libraries; one-half of these grants went to consortia 
which had been recipients in one of two previous years, and they most 
frequently bought periodicals on microfilm rvith the money. One 
report indicated that: “The sole emphasis of purchases made . . .was 
for material indexed in the H%. Wilson Co. indexes, namely, the 
Social Sciences and Humanities (International) Index, Education 
Index, Essay and General Literature Index, Business Periodicals 
Index, and in addition, Poole’s Index to Periodical Literature. This 
material was mainly microfilm in a ratio of about 4-1 over the book, and 
most purchases were of serial titles.”2s 
Despite an auspicious beginning for  FY 1970, including an 
authorization of $75 million under PL 90-575 for Title II-A, the first 
year of the new decade marked the beginning of a decline in federal 
support of education which has still not been reversed. President 
Johnson had submitted a budget for FY 1970, including $3,591.3 
million for Office of Education Programs, prior to the inauguration of 
President Richard Nixon on January 20, 1969. In March, the new 
administration revised this budget downward to $3,180.3 million; 
ultimately, d u e  to  public suppor t  and  pressure groups ,  the  
appropriation for Title II-A passed at $9.816 million.29 
Perhaps this reduction was proposed in light of the mounting costs of 
the war in Vietnam as well as various urban problems besetting the 
country, both urging economy in the nation’s expenditures. Clearly, as 
the 1970s progressed, a new attitude toward education and libraries 
emerged on the part of the administration, manifesting itself in, for 
example, zero budget requests by the President, impoundment of  
education funds, and increasing insistence upon local support of 
educational programs. Despite this apparent lack of concern €or 
libraries, in 1970 the National Commission on  Libraries and  
Information Science was authorized by Congress and received the 
approval of the President. 
Reduced appropriations in 1970 meant a different approach to the 
distribution of funds from the methods of former years. Basic grants 
were made to 2,201 institutions, but were limited to a maximum of 
$2,500 rather than the authorized $5,000 figure. Although reaction 
from the field might have been expected, there appears to have been 
none, due largely to the plethora of small supplemental grants. These 
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grants, authorized at the $10 per student level, actually were awarded 
at a rate of about $4.75 per student; $4,331,024 were distributed on the 
basis of enrollment, programs and demonstrated need to 1,783 
institutions. Because of the scarcity of funds, no special purpose awards 
were made in 1970. Frank Stevens, then chief of the Training and 
Resources Branch of the U.S.O.E. Division of Library Programs 
remarked: “In view of the reduction in the appropriation, it was 
determined that while special purpose grants are highly desirable and 
contribute to the achievement of high program standards and  
interlibrary cooperation, the basic needs of each institution be on an 
equitable basis.”30 
In 1971, due once again to a shortage of funds, an innovative 
approach to distribution of funds was tried-a method that drew much 
criticism from the library community. T h e  Office of Education 
originated a more concentrated approach to fund distribution: awards 
were to be made to those institutions in greatest need, such as 
community a n d  jun io r  colleges, .new institutions, vocational 
institutions, and developing institutions with large numbers of 
disadvantaged students.31 Basic grants went only to institutions which 
also qual i f ied,  u n d e r  this rubric ,  for  a supplemental  g ran t .  
Correspondingly, supplemental grants under such terms could be 
made at the $10 per student level, and special purpose awards might 
thereby be resumed, priority going to those institutions involved in the 
Model Cities projects, and having a high distribution of economically 
disadvantaged students, special program needs, and an ability to share 
resources with needy institutions. 
Basic grants went to 548 institutions and totaled $2,698,383; 
$5,574,703 in supplemental funds went to 531 institutions; and 115 
special purpose grants were awarded. Significantly, of special purpose 
Type A funds, the majority went to junior and community colleges in 
urban areas with large enrollments of the socially and economically 
deprived; the largest Type C award, $125,000, went to the Center for 
Research Libraries in Chicago, a cooperative effort of national 
importance making research library materials readily available 
through loan to approximately 100 members and associate members.32 
Criticism of this method of distribution was immediate. The  setting 
of priorities appears to have been made arbitrarily by the Office of 
Management and  Budget without the recommendat ion of o r  
consultation with the Advisory Council (which by 1970 was reduced to 
three members because no new nominations had been made to fill 
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vacancies). As chairman of the Advisory Council, Edward Holley 
protested the movement away from Title II-A’s basic goal of helping all 
weaker and inadequate college libraries: 
The  argument used in the Office of Education has been that $5,000 
didn’t do any college much good. This argument is specious and 
could only be made by persons totally unfamiliar with the many 
junior colleges and church-related senior colleges across the country. 
For them the $5,000, with its wise matching provision, meant the 
difference between aiming for adequacy and being content with 
library mediocrity. I cannot believe that this was the original 
congressional intent nor do I believe our  congressmen intended to 
leave out these struggling, but deserving institutions. Having visited 
many of these college libraries on survey and accreditation teams, I 
can vouch for the tremendous boost the $5,000 grants gave their 
college library programs. If these grants had been continued at the 
same level of appropriations as in 1969, some $25,000,000, within 
ten years we could have beetl proud of the improvement in the 
instructional programs of those colleges. Let me add that it does 
seem strange to promote a “Right to Read” program and at the same 
time to reduce expenditures for college library resources from 
$25,000,000 to $5,000,000.33 
Moreover, Holley and Donald Hendricks had previously published 
Resources of Texas Labrarzes (1968), documenting the impact and 
usefulness of the Title II-A program in that state. 
The  year 1971 also marked reconsideration by Congress of the 
higher education bills. During the 9 1st Congress, from December 16, 
1969, to July 16, 1970, the Committee on Education and Labor held 
thirty-four days of testimony related to amendment of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965, the National Defense Education Act of 1958, 
the Higher Education Facilities Act of  1963, the International 
Education Act of 1966, and related bills.34 Based on testimony and 
other evidence submitted, a new education bill was introduced in the 
92nd Congress on April 6, 1971. 
Testimony revealed that the higher education community was facing 
extraordinary change, accentuated by acute financial distress. Since 
World War 11, enrollments had significantly increased; institutions of 
education had modified and innovated changes and  modes of  
instruction to prepare students for life in a society rapidly shifting its 
values; inflation and rising costs had produced endemic deficit 
financing.35 The  bill attempted to meet those needs by extending and 
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amending programs of categorical aid, as well as indicating new federal 
roles in support of higher education. 
Edmon Low spoke before the Special House Subcommittee on 
Education on behalf of the ALA on March 24, 1971, indicating the 
impact of Title II-A: 
[With the advent of this college library resources] program for a 
basic grant of $5,000, which was matched by a like amount of local 
funds and with a requirement of a maintenance of effort, libraries 
were permitted to move ahead as never before; it has, in truth, been a 
real renaissance movement in a large majority of college libraries in 
this country. 
Not only have books been bought in significant quantities but also, 
greater interest has been generated in, and attention been given to, 
the library by the administration of these schools, resulting not only 
in upgrading of staff but also in erection of new buildings to provide 
better library services overall. 
These grants now assume a greater influence than ever before 
because of the increasingly difficult financial plight of institutions of 
higher education in general. 
There is hardly an institution anywhere these days from the 
smallest college to the largest university which is not caught between 
the hammer of rising costs,’ increased demand for faculty salaries, 
and need for additional facilities, and the anvil of stationary or  
decreasing revenues from State sources or  from private donors.36 
Low’s remark were buttressed by pertinent comments about the 
successful use and importance of Title II-A funds received from 
academic libraries. 
Indications were received that $9.5 million, the amount released in 
1971, was totally inadequate as a yearly appropriation; two to three 
times that amount could effectively be used. The  1971 bill did not pass 
out of the Senate, due largely to last-minute extensive revisions. 
HEA-1968 was in effect only through June 30, 1971, so the 1972 
HEA programs were funded under a one-year contingency authority 
under PL 9 1-230, Title IV. Only 494 combined basic and supplemental 
grants were made in 1972, despite the fact that 1,550 institutions 
applied.37 Grants totaling approximately $11 million were awarded in 
the same fashion as the previous year, eligibility for a supplemental 
g ran t  de te rmining  receipt of  a basic gran t .  Monies went  to 
predominantly black universities and colleges, and to those libraries 
with serious deficiencies in their library holdings.3s 
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Signed into law on June 23, the Education Amendments of 1972 (PL 
92-318) required that all basic grants up to $5,000 be satisfied before 
supplemental  o r  special purpose  grants  could be made .39  
Supplemental grants were permitted at the $20 per student level, an 
increase of 100 percent. Public and  private nonprofit library 
institutions became eligible for basic and special purpose grants, 
providing their primary responsibility was the provision of library and 
information services to the higher education community. Maintenance 
of effort requirements were liberalized. 
Monies awarded during 1973 were the first to be distributed under 
the HEA-1972. The  total amount appropriated in 1973 was $12.5 
million, out of an authorization of $52.5 million; $10,031,128 in basic 
grants went to 2,044 institution^.^^ An additional $74,318 in basic 
grants went to seventeen public and nonprofit library institutions, the 
new category of  agency eligible to receive grants  unde r  the 
amendments. No supplemental grants were awarded; however, 65 
special purpose grants benefited 307 colleges and universities. Type A 
grants were awarded to libraries in urban areas with large enrollments 
of the economically disadvantaged; Type B grants of $170,000 were 
awarded to institutions having library collections meeting the needs of 
other institutions in economically and socially deprived communities; 
Type C grants of $1,030,000 went to strengthen joint-use facilities. 
During FY 1974, $9,960,200 in basic grants (with a maximum of 
$4,235 for individual grants) went to 2,377 eligible recipient^.^^ No 
supplemental or special purpose grants could be awarded. Total 
authorization for Title II-A in 1974 was$59.5 million. For FY 1975, the 
authorization stands at $70 million; as of this writing, $9,750,000 has 
been appropriated, although announcement of distribution has not yet 
been made. 
ASSESSMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Assessment of the impact of Title II-A in the period 1966-74 might 
take place on several levels. Cumulative obligations amount to $135.9 
million; more than 23,660 awards have been made in the three grant 
categories; about 10.6 million library volumes have been p ~ r c h a s e d . ~ ~  
More than 2,200 institutions participate annually in the receipt of 
funds. Through 1973, 470 special purpose awards helped to support 
the needs of special or  institutional research centers and interlibrary 
programs. 
The  awards have allowed many academic libraries to keep up 
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purchases from year to year in a time of galloping inflation. For 
example, a 1974 survey inLibruryJournul states that from 1967 to 1973, 
the cost of hardcover books rose about 50 percent, periodical prices 
doubled, and serial services increased in price more than 50 percentsq3 
Approximately $1 1,000-$12,000 wauld be needed today to equal the 
purchasing power of a 1966 grant of $5,000. This inflationary spiral 
has taken place against a backdrop of increased student demands, an 
information explosion, and an increasing reluctance and inability of state 
and other appropriating officials to increase educational, and thus 
library, suppor t .  Additionally, endnwment  and  foundat ion 
investments typically yielded less and less return during this period as 
the stock market plummeted. For example, grants from the Council on 
Library Resources (made with funding from the Ford Foundation) 
may soon come to an end;  in the past these monies have been extremely 
useful in sponsoring research and development in interlibrary and 
cooperative ventures.44 
An additional benefit, as mentioned before, has been to give the 
library greater visibility to the academic community. Funds for library 
materials, coupled with funds for new buildings and for upgrading the 
training of librarians, have all helped to make the library and the 
librarian more respected and essential to the community than ever 
before. 
The  HEA-1965 and its extensions have stressed cooperative efforts. 
On an informal level, this emphasis has tended to bring together 
librarians from several institutions for planning with defined lines of 
communication and scheduled meetings; on a more formal basis, 
consortia have been formed with established and well-defined 
responsibilities. However, with a new depression in higher education, 
cooperation in 1975 has a different meaning than it had in the 
prosperous 1960s. Today, cooperation implies the life-line which 
institutions must grasp if they are to weather the stormy assaults of 
inflation, an information explosion, and increased patron demands. 
James E. Allen, Jr.,  appointed Commissioner of Education in 1969, 
had remarked in 1965 on the need for integrating the academic library 
into a total, nationwide library fabric: 
We must press our efforts to ensure that all types of libraries are 
brought into a total service structure which can make real the 
potential inherent in the separate parts. The  time is indeed past 
when we can think compartmentally of a “public library program,” a 
“school library program,” a “college library program,” or  even the 
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programs of a highly specialized private library. We need to 
acknowledge the interrelation of these resources and services; we 
need to plan from the vantage point of a library user, who cares little 
about the “type” of library, but a great deal about the ability of that 
library or  that library system to supply his needs.45 
T h e  spirit of Allen’s remarks finds manifestation in current  
recommendations of the National Commission on Libraries and 
Information Science (NCLIS) for collective action to overcome existing 
problems in larger academic libraries as steps toward the national 
resolution of library services, by: 
(1) 	introducing new means for extending access to recorded 
information 
(2) 	ensuring a national capacity for continuing development of 
distinctive collections and resources 
(3) 	initiating research and development activities of common 
concern 
(4) 	creat ing a national bibliographical da ta  base in 
machine-readable form 
( 5 )  	developing a national program for the preservation of research 
materialsGd6 
The  commission remarks that college and junior college libraries 
continue for the most part understaffed and poorly stocked, and are 
i n a d e q ~ a t e . ~ ’Such efforts as NCLIS proposes would inevitably benefit 
the smaller institutions as well as the nationwide network of all types of 
libraries. Such action requires massive aid, part of which must come 
from federal funds. In light of this need for cooperative effort, it seems 
especially unfortunate that grants under the special purpose category 
have had to be made at minimal levels for the past several years if, 
indeed, they have been made at all. 
The  use of interlibrary loan increases access to media and is based on 
the premise that books are somehow the property of the intellectual 
community as a whole. However, recent studies have indicated that the 
larger institutions bear the brunt of the burden in staff time and costs in 
supplying the needs of smaller libraries’ patrons. David Kaser 
estimated in 1972 that the average cost of a single interlibrary loan to a 
research library was about $8, a cost not directly related to its own 
programs.?* Reimbursement by the federal government, the state, or  
the patron is a possible solution, and not only in a time of financial 
stringency, NCLIS recommends central bibliographic services that 
might serve as the basis for such loans; although total subsidization of 
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collections by the government is not advocated, the commission does 
propose the nourishment of “certain repositories of information” as 
resources for interlibrary loan, thereby easing the burden of some 
large institution^.^^ Perhaps the maintenance of lending libraries 
patterned after the Center for Research Libraries in Chicago and 
similar to the lending division of the British Library is a solution; 
unfortunately, there is not a national library in the United States to tie 
them to.jO 
Much of the problem of interlibrary loan consists of bibliographic 
identification of the item requested. Current work indicates that 
one-third to one-half of the cost of a single transaction results from 
efforts to verify the item.j’ Truncated, abbreviated search by author 
and title via such a computerized operation as that of the Ohio College 
Library Center (OCLC) could help pare this cost considerably; an 
additional merit of the OCLC tapes is their use as union catalogs, 
allowing holdings in neighboring libraries (and not necessarily the 
largest libraries) to be identified quickly. Unfortunately, hook-up with 
consortia affiliated with OCLC involves a considerable investment of 
money; during the early years of affiliation with a consortium, a library 
requires large sums at unpredictable times-this money must come 
from the current budget, unless otherwise available.j2 
Under such a system as OCLC there is also the need for an extended 
retrospective bibliographic data base. At present, pre-MARC tape 
cataloging is input by member libraries on a hit-or-miss basis. In  light of 
the high cost of conversion, priorities of  conversion might be 
established based upon possible efforts toward interlibrary sharing via 
a tape union catalog. 
Collections of national, even international, importance need to be 
recognized and their value underlined by at least partial federal 
support. With even apparently well-endowed institutions forced to cut 
back in book and periodical orders (sometimes at the half-year point, 
bringing an end to all monographic purchases), indications are that 
even those institutions considered well heeled are in financial distress, 
a situation apparently not the case in 1965. Collections of unique and 
special material will become more and more difficult to maintain, as 
those responsible for collection development struggle to cover even 
basic curricular needs in English. 
Clearly what is needed in future legislation is funding once again at 
the $25 million level (considering inflation, hopefully $70 million) of 
the 1960s.Current monies, though welcome, are minimal; basic grants 
at the $10,000 level would be significant even to the large research 
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library. Awarding of funds might take place on the basis of service 
performed by a single library to other libraries and services performed 
for its own patrons, as well as on the basis of rendering the inadequate 
small library acceptable in size. 
NCLIS recommendations should be used in establishing priorities in 
the awarding of funds under 1976 legislation. The  White House 
Conference on Library and Information Services and  its supporting 
state conferences  could aid in specifying how NCLIS 
recommendations should be interpreted on the state and regional 
levels. 
This is a time for long, hard looks at education and the library’s part 
in the process. Planning for libraries should begin anew, not especially 
on the basis of past recommendations and priorities, but on assessed 
current  needs and  possibilities. O n  one  side of the theoretical 
construction is the under-supported, inadequately stocked community 
college o r  college library struggling to fulfill day-to-day curricular 
needs; on the other side is the university library, equally involved in its 
quest for a unique but possibly little-used item. Perhaps curricular 
needs will be judged of less priority than research needs, o r  the reverse. 
Maybe an institution surviving at a minimal level with little chance of 
upgrading its resources and continuing to build on them could d o  most 
for the educational community by closing its doors and stopping a 
wasteful drain on limited resources; perhaps the university library with 
no especially singular resources could d o  best by abrogating its 
perceived role of annually buying a substantial, yet little-used, portion 
of the world’s book output. 
What is the relationship of the  government to each institution? What 
is the relationship of the academic library to the public, the school, o r  
the special library? Perhaps provision of library book resources is not as 
important as their interpretation via public services. 
Certainly, the problems faced by academic libraries cannot be solved 
by individual institutions acting alone, Instead, libraries must rely on 
increased private, local, state, but especially federal funding, an  
investment that should be made on a long-term, continuing basis. 
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LIBRARY TRENDS 
Federally Funded Training for Librarianship 
S A R A H  R.  REED 
T H I S  REPORT ON the impact of selected federally 
funded programs for education for librarianship up to December 1974 
will focus primarily on the origins of National Defense Education Act 
(NDEA) and Higher Education Act (HEA) Title 11-B programs 
and will attempt to indicate the contributions such programs have 
made to professional education for librarianship in the United States. 
The  definitive report on the impact of such programs will have to await 
access to data from the appropriate government agencies, from 
program participants, program directors, members of advisory panels, 
and from internal and external evaluators. Only then will it be possible 
to assess accurately the long-range impact of federally funded 
programs on individual grantee programs and on education for 
librarianship generally. 
This report deals with: ( I )  the school library institutes funded under 
NDEA Title XI, (2) the programs funded under HEA Title 11-B, (3) 
the Medical Library Assistance Act training programs, and (4) very 
briefly, several other federally funded programs which have included 
opportunities for the support of library education programs. 
BACKGROUND 
Between the mid-1950s and the mid-1960s the gap between 
expenditures for library support  and those for the support of 
professional library education had become a gulf. By 1963, for 
example, the condition of ALA-accredited library education programs 
was critical. The  median library school expenditure for salaries in the 
1963-64 academic year was $60,246; the range was from $28,867 to 
$198,382. Median salaries on a 9- o r  10-month basis were: for an 
assistant professor, $8,460; for an associate professor, $9,833; for a 
professor, $12,500. On a 12-month basis the median salary for the 
Sarah R. Reed is Director, School of Library Science, Kansas State College, Emporia, 
Kansas. 
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head of the program ivas $16,000.’ Yet these a re  the people 
responsible for the preparation of the bulk of the United States’ library 
personnel who in turn are the curators of one of this country’s richest 
resources. 
In  addition to the problem of a near-starvation level of support 
available for library education programs, there was a serious lack of a 
source of supply of competent faculty members and of research 
support. In 1963-64, for example, only thirteen doctorates in library 
science were awarded. Since usually about one-half of the recipients of 
doctorates in any one year go into teaching, and most of the others 
choose the far more lucrative role of library administrator, this meant 
that perhaps six or  seven new library school faculty members were 
available in that year for appointments in an estimated 300 library 
education programs. Prior to 1963-64, the largest number of doctoral 
graduates in any year was nineteen.2 While library schools recruit 
faculty from other sources as well as from library school doctoral 
programs, the latter pro\ ides a major source of able candidates. 
A similar poverty level obtained in relation to funding of research to 
support graduate library education and library operations. In  an 
analysis of the total support for research reported by library schools in 
Library Research zn Progress between 1959 and 1964, it was found that all 
reported funding averaged about $6,000 per scho01.~ 
This record of inadequate support is not unlike that found by C.C. 
Williamson in his study of the situation forty years earlier, when he 
reported that “the fundamental cause of many of the deficiencies 
noted in the work of library schools can be traced to inadequate 
financial ~ u p p o r t . ” ~  
Except for a temporary infusion of Carnegie Corporation funds 
following the Williamson report, the financial complexion of most 
library schools has resembled that of  the character described by 
Somerset Maugham as belonging to the “impecunious genteel.” 
With the Kennedy-Johnson thrust for an informed America, 
libraries were recognized as the keepers of one of the nation’s 
important resources and librarians as intermediaries between the users 
and their “need to know .” This increased visibility made new demands 
upon libraries, librarians and library-training agencies. If the latter 
were to respond to rising expectations, some more realistic means of 
support had to be found. Since the precedent of federal dollars for 
libraries had already been well established and since the recruitment 
and training of competent staff is essential for the success of sound 
library development, federal support for the training agencies, many 
[861 LIBRARY TRENDS 
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of  which were by that time suffering from near  fatal cases of  
malnutrition, was sought. 
NDEA SCHOOL LIBRARY INSTITUTES 
Under Title XI o f the  National Defense Education Act of 1958 as 
amended, twenty six NDEA Institutes for School Library Personnel 
(out of fifty-eight proposals) were supported in 1965; thirty-two (of 
sixty-six proposals) in 1966; and eighteen (of forty-three proposals) in 
1967.5 The  person responsible for the Institutes for School Library 
Personnel, as well as the for the direction of institutes in all fields 
included under Title XI, was Donald Bigelotv, acting director of the 
U.S.O.E. Division of Educational Personnel Training. A dynamic 
educator in the humanistic tradition, Bigelow’s objective was to achieLe 
the greatest possible impact in terms of upgrading the quality of 
American education. In each field in which institutes were to be 
offered he issued a call to national leaders to help work out the 
guidelines and to select the proposals to be funded. 
In librarianship, then, the Title XI institutes designed to update and 
develop the competencies of school library personnel were as good as 
the profession made them. Frances Henne of Columbia University, 
assisted by Margaret Rufsvold of Indiana University and Sara Syrgley 
of Florida State University, together with a series of excellent advisory 
panels, carried major responsibility for developing institute guidelines, 
for selecting proposals to be funded, and for conducting informal 
evaluations of institute results. Recognizing that many library 
education programs lacked both the human and material resources to 
respond with innovative proposals, meetings of the institute directors 
were used in part as clinics in which proposals were critiqued, 
consultant help was made available, and the results of institutes were 
evaluated candidly. 
Each institute participant was eligible to receive a stipend of $75 per 
week plus a weekly allowance of $15 for each dependent, and was 
exempt from all tuition charges since the sponsoring institution 
received payments to offset the educational costs attributable to the 
operation of the institute as specified in the contract. 
Frances Henne commented on the significance of the institutes: 
The  institute program provides the means that are usually not 
forthcoming in most library education agencies: for  added  
professional, clerical, and  technical staff; for  lecturers and  
consultants; for smaller student-teacher ratios; for faculty time to 
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concentrate on one program and work intensively with one group of 
students; and for conducting a form of continuing education in 
greater depth and o \e r  a longer period of time than that typically 
given in workshops or conferences. The  stipends for students and 
the removal of tuition and other academic fees have the same 
incentive that scholarships have, but scholarships on this wide scale 
are  not usually available. . . . Although enthusiasm for  the 
institutes, on the part of the students and planners, is high indeed, it 
would be foolish to say that every institute was an unqualified success 
or every participant deliriously happy. The  over-all picture and net 
results are excellent, however.6 
On the basis of site visits to a number of institute programs-and of 
personal observations of the development of institute directors and of 
the benefits gained from the opportunity for interaction afforded 
school librarians, school library supervisors, school library educators, 
and specialists from related fields-this former U.S.O.E. library 
educat ion specialist would suppor t  Henne’s evaluation a n d  
hypothesize that the impact of  the institutes upon participants at every 
level would, even now, be regarded by the substantial majority of the 
participants as significant and positive. 
After the 1967-68 series of Institutes for School Library Personnel, 
this program was transferred to Title II-B of the Higher Education Act 
program and the scope broadened to include other  aspects of  
librarianship. 
LIBRARY EDUCATION PROGRAMS FUNDED UNDER 

HEA TITLE II-B 

When the guidelines were written to implement Title II-B of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965, it was recognized not only that very 
generous funding for the training of library and media technical 
assistants was available under the Vocational Education Act of 1963, 
but also that the program managers in the U.S.O.E. Division of 
Vocational and Technical Education were ready to encourage and to 
support proposals related both to the training of library and media 
technical assistants and to the development of educational materials to 
support such programs. Since proposals for this category of library 
staff were eligible for a higher level of funding than was forthcoming 
for all other levels of library personnel combined, initial priorities for 
HEA Title II-B funding were for professional staff development. It 
will be recalled that the law authorized “grants to institutions of higher 
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education to assist them in training persons in librarianship . . . [in 
o rde r  to] substantially fur ther  the objective of  increasing the 
opportunities throughout the Nation for training in librarianship.”’ 
Initially an attempt was made to develop guidelines which would 
enable institutions of higher education to design programs in terms of 
the major components appropriate for the specific school. This could 
have varied from a self-contained institute proposal to initial 
underwriting for a full-fledged multi-purpose program such as the 
University of Puerto Rico was attempting to establish in the early 1960s 
under the leadership of Thomas Benner. A major consideration in 
granting funds to support such proposals would have been the 
commitment of the respective institution to continue to support a 
program once it was established. With such a commitment, it was 
hoped not only that money would be made available to attract more 
able students, but also that the federal “seed money” would stimulate a 
long overdue library education renaissance by strengthening and 
revitalizing library education programs. 
This pattern of funding was not approved by U.S.O.E. officials. 
Instead, the guidelines were formulated in terms of the familiar format 
of fellowship and institute support. 
Table 1 combines information presented by Frank Stevens, then 
Program Manager, Training and Resources Programs, Division of 
Library Programs, U.S.O.E.,and statistics available from Eileen Cooke 
and Sara Case of the ALA Washington Office.* 
Short-term institute participants receive a weekly stipend of $75 plus 
$15 per dependent. Stipends for the long-term institutes and for the 
fellowship/trainee programs vary from $2,500 to $4,700 per person 
plus dependency allowances of $500 per academic year and $100 per 
summer per d e ~ e n d e n t . ~  Institutional support varies from payments 
to offset the educational costs attributable to the operation of the 
institute as specified in the contract, to a payment of $2,500 per fellow 
for the academic year o r  $3,000 per fellow for the academic year plus 
one summer session of six weeks o r  more. 
In 1969-70 the Office of Education began to stress equalization of 
educational opportunity, services to the disadvantaged, and the 
increased use of multimedia concepts. In  1971, part of the funding 
previously allocated to fellowships was diverted to support institutes 
“which were thought to be a more responsive training format for the 
Office of Education’s priority training needs.”1° This was reflected in 
the sharp decline in number of fellowships awarded in FY 1971 and 
1972. When the Education Amendments of 1972 directed that at least 
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one-half of the available funds be spent for the fellowshipitraineeship 
program, and authorized the awarding of suitable grants to library 
agencies as well as to iqstitutions of higher education, FY 1973 funds 
were restored for MLS awards, but support for doctoral study was not 
increased.’ 
For the past decade, library programs have had less than enthusiastic 
support from the U.S. Office of Education. O n  April 16, 1970, James 
Allen, L.S. Commissioner of Education, testified before the House 
Special Subcommittee on  Education that “since part B merely 
duplicates other authority, there is no need to extend it as a separate 
categorical aid program.”’2 O n  March 3, 1974, John R. Ottinz, 
Commissioner of Education, reported that the office was requesting 
zero funding for Title II-B in 1975.13 
A U.S.0.E.-sponsored evaluation of the Title II-B program 
concluded that, based upon degree completion, post-program 
employment, and subjective evaluation by the deans involved, the 
program is s u c c e s ~ f u l . ~ ~  One of the deans said: “The HEA Title II-B 
program has probably been one of the greatest factors in promoting 
library education since the Williamson Report. Not only has its related 
publicity had an impact on recruitment, but it has made continuing 
education for library service a possibility for many who could not have 
afforded advanced study. It has served as an excellent pump-primer 
for additional funds to be created locally in support of  library 
education.”’j Another dean voiced a concern that has been heard from 
time to time: “There has been a decided impact on doctoral programs 
and many people who would never have entered such programs have 
been able to do  so. Only time will tell how wisely invested the money 
was. My personal opinion is that priority should go to doctoral 
programs but that the schools that receive them should be required to 
measure up to high standards in faculty ratio, research productivity, 
etc. I am sure that, had such precautions been taken from the 
beginning, some schools that are seriously over-extended now would 
have developed doctoral programs at a more realistic rate.”16 
Holmstrom and El-Khawas summarized the above study in an article 
in College & Research Libraries and concluded with the following 
quotation from Russell E. Bidlack, Dean of the School of Library 
Science, University of Michigan: “The  existence of  these fine 
fellowships . . . has given library schools visibility on their own 
campuses. . . . The fact that library education was given this kind of 
recognition by the Congress , . . has done more for librarianship in 
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the eyes of nonlibrarians than nearly any other event in recent library 
history.”’ 
Despite the tacit recognition of the role of libraries in national 
development, federal library programs have sometimes suffered from 
being stepchildren of the Office of Education. Rather than expressing 
regret that the number of doctoral fellowships vital to the well-being of 
all library education suffered a 65 percent decrease between 1971-72 
and 1972-73, that all programs funded have not been of equal quality, 
that the delays in the announcement of grants have sometimes 
decreased the effectiveness of competitive recruitment, that grant 
priorities have sometimes been self-defeating, and that some grants 
have gone to institutions without the commitment to continue 
programs beyond the duration of the grant, most library educators will 
report that the advantages of these grants have far outweighed the 
disadvantages; they will agree with Bidlack that the visibility achieved 
for library education through the Title II-B programs could not have 
been achieved by the schools themselves. Therefore  everyone 
interested in the future of librarianship owes a vote of thanks to Frank 
Stevens and Paul Janaske for maintaining such programs. Also among 
those who deserve far more than an anonymous tribute are the 
institute directors, many of whom have demonstrated dedication and 
achievement of the highest caliber. In  the opinion of the writer there 
are few library education programs in the United States which have not 
benefited in some way from Title II-B programs. The  increase in 
number of new library school faculty members, the increase in number 
of minority group representatives recruited, and the impact upon 
quality of education for librarianship have all been made possible by 
the infusion of HEA Title II-B funding. 
MLA ACT TRAINING PROGRAMS 
The  Medical Library Assistance Act (MLAA) of 1965 was signed into 
law by President Johnson on October 22, 1965.’*Initially approved for 
a five-year period, it was extended for three more years and then 
incorporated in part into Public Law 93-45 as amended June 18, 
1973.19However, the MLAA training grants were not continued under 
the latter legislation. 
Two people whose names occur frequently in relation to the work of 
securing the passage of the MLAA are Scott Adams, then Deputy 
Director of the National Library of Medicine, and Estelle Brodman, 
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Federally Funded Training 
Librarian and Professor of Medical History, Washington University 
School of Medicine in St. Louis. 
Included in this legislation was authorization of  grants for the 
training of medical librarians and other specialists in the health 
sciences, for research in medical librarianship and related medical 
communication fields, and for fellowships. 
In a presentation to the Medical Library Association on June 9, 1966, 
those responsible for the extramural programs of the National Library 
of Medicine stated that: 
Training programs are needed which go beyond the basic traditional 
training in library science and  provide the s tudent  with an  
educational experience that combines further theoretical depth with 
either research or  practical experience all directly related to the 
problems of medical science. . . . Special emphasis will be given to 
the planning of medical information systems, and the training 
environment will draw heavily upon various disciplines, particularly 
the biomedical sciences, and also mathematics, systems engineering, 
linguistics, and library management. Such training activities will be 
developed in conjunction with strong biomedical programs so that 
the scholarly research pursued by the graduate students in medical 
library o r  information science can be conducted in the actual 
environment which'they seek ultimately to serve. There is an 
unsurpassed opportunity here to perfect the interface between the 
working medical scientist or  practitioner, as the case may be, and the 
information specialist. , . . If the librarian is to assume an 
appropriate role as a key faculty member in the structuring and 
coordination of scientific communications networks for the health 
professions, an appropriate educational background at the graduate 
level is a prerequisite.20 
Martin Cummings, Director of the National Library of Medicine, 
and Mary Corning reported that by the end of 1971 training funds 
would have provided training for approximately 350 individuals at an 
average cost of approximately $8,100 per trainee, of which 57 percent 
was for the stipend or  other trainee expense and 43 percent for 
nontrainee expense.21 They indicated that from July 1, 1965, through 
June 30, 1970, a total of $4,460,000-or 11 percent of total MLAA 
funding-was spent on MLAA training grants in twenty-eight 
institutions as shown in Table 2. 
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TABLE 2 
N L M  TRAIXIXG PROGRAMS, FY 1966-70 (JULY 1, 1 9 6 5 - ~ ~ u ~ ~30, 1970) 
~-
Projects Individuals 
funded supported 
A. 	Training grants 
Non-degree programs 6 77 
Degree programs 
Master’s 	 9 143 
Ph.D. 5 33 
Total 20 293 
B. Fellowships 
Postdoctoral re5earch 
History 6 6 
Biomedical communications 2 2 
Total 	 8 8 
Source: Cummings, .Martin, and  Corning, Mary E.  “The  Medical Library Assistance 
Act; An .4nalysis of the NLM Extramural Programs, 1965-1970,”Bulletinofthe 
M ~ d i c a lLibra9 Association, 39:381, July 1971. 
As far as this writer is aware, relatively few programs were funded 
between 1971-72 and 1973-74. The  schools which continued to receive 
grants during that period included the University of California at LOS 
Angeles, (UCLA), which had both a post-MLS training program in 
medical librarianship and MLS fellows for the M.S.I.S. degree; the 
University of Illinois which, except for the final year of the program, 
had biomedical traineeships; Washington University School of 
Medicine Library, which had traineeships in computer librarianship; 
and the University of  Tennessee Medical Units, which had a 
postgraduate training program for science librarians. Developed in 
1966 by Andrew Lasslo, chairman of the Department of Medicinal 
Chemistry of the College of Pharmacy, the latter program stressed the 
importance of assigning trainees to research teams made up of senior 
scientific or  clinical investigators. As of 1972 the total cumulated 
funding approved for this operation, which had involved twenty-seven 
trainees, was $520,033.22 
In contrast to the Tennessee postgraduate program, the Training 
Program in Medical Librarianship, developed by the Case Western 
Reserve University School of Library Science as an integrated sequence 
of specialized courses within the one-year library science master’s 
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curriculum, provided training in both traditional and automated 
methods  of medical l ibrar ianship within the context  of  the 
organizational patterns of health care and medical research.23 
Through a variety of techniques this program demonstrated an 
exemplary use of a wide range of community resources. 
In his 1971 study of programs of education for medical librarianship 
in the United States, Fred Roper indicated that eight degree programs, 
all established after the passage of the Medical Library Assistance Act, 
and four internship programs were still being offered. The  degree 
programs were being sponsored by the University of Chicago, UCLA, 
Case Western Reserve, University of Minnesota, 1Jniversity of Illinois, 
University of Missouri, University of Southern California and Illinois 
Institute of Technology; the intership programs were sponsored by 
the National Library of Medicine, UCLA, University of Tennessee, 
and Washington University at St. Louis.24 
According to Roper, the degree programs generally divided into 
three areas-general librarianship, biomedicaliscientific librarianship, 
and information storage and retrieval-with a number of programs 
either requiring or  encouraging outside courses in the sciences. The  
internship programs generally consisted of some course work and 
departmental rotation of work assignments within the library.25 
In their report, Cummings and Corning concluded that funds for 
the training programs had been well spent and that “graduates from 
these programs may well be our  library leaders of the future.”26 They 
did express regret, however, that there had not been adequate funds to 
under take  the retraining of  existing librarians in “modern  
information-handling method^."^' 
Despite the high hopes for this program, which was diversified, 
flexible, and stressed the need for interdisciplinary training and 
experimentation, the impact was less than might have been desired. As 
Cummings and Corning indicated, funds were not available to launch 
the continuing education program that they believed to be important. 
In addition to the lack of long-range program commitment of some of 
the institutions funded and the small number of trainee awards 
available, Roper found, too, that slightly less than 60 percent of these 
trainees were employed in medical libraries.28 He found, however, that 
approximately 80 percent of the trainees were highly satisfied or  
satisfied with their programs and that more than 90 percent would 
enter such a program if they were to make the choice again.29 Roper 
also found, probably as a result of the inclusion in training programs of  
advances in technology and the utilization of that technology in 
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libraries, that trainees were securing positions as information analysts, 
research bibliographers, and systems analysts-positions formerly not 
generally open to medical librarians.30 
It is interesting to note that the National Library of Medicine has 
recently made a two-year resource grant  to the University o f  
Connecticut to support a project entitled “Clinical Librarians in Patient 
Care-Teaching Settings.” The  theory is that by going on rounds, 
“clinical librarians” can answer requests from doctors and students and 
also determine whether other material would be of value. Gertrude 
Lamb, principal investigator and director of libraries at Hartford 
Hospital and assistant librarian at the University of Connecticut Health 
Center ,  contends  that  this w i l l  “make  the information flow 
user-oriented rather than sub jec t -~ r i en ted , ”~~  that doctors will develop 
a more sophisticated bibliographic competency, and that a core of 
multidisciplinary readings useful in patient t reatment  wil l  be 
identified . 
In summarizing the deliberations of a group of people whose names 
have been long associated with education for  health sciences 
librarianship, host Irving Lieberman quoted as follows from one 
participant’s conference evaluations: “The Conference was important 
not only for medical librarianship, but for all special librarianship. It 
established an objective for medical library education which, with very 
little alteration, may be translated into an objective for all special library 
education. Such education . , . should eventually develop a cadre of 
librarians who can make the library an integral part of educational 
research and development programs in education, industry, and 
G ~ v e r n r n e n t . ” ~ ~  
OTHER OPPORTUNITIES FOR FEDERAL FUNDING FOR 
LIBRARY EDUCATION 
In addition to the federally funded programs discussed thus far, 
there are others which have been available to the occasional library 
education applicant, Among these were the Prospective Teacher 
Fellowship Program and the Experienced Teacher  Fellowship 
Program available under HEA Title V-C, which included stipends, 
dependency allowances, and tuition waivers to pursue education for 
school librarians and forty for experienced school librarian^.^^ Under 
first series of teacher fellowships included seventy for prospective 
school librarians; and forty for experienced school librarians.33 Under 
Title V-C, schools which were awarded fellowships were also eligible to 
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apply for institutional assistance grants to strengthen graduate teacher 
education programs. Effective July 1, 1968, the Education Professions 
Development Act (EPDA) of June 29, 1967, as amended by the HEA 
amendments of 1968, was an attempt to coordinate federally funded 
teacher  educat ion programs.  Don Davies, then  Associate 
Commissioner of Education in charge of the newly established Bureau 
of Educational Personnel Development, voiced the hope “that the 
ultimate impact of our  program will be that school districts and teacher 
training institutions will build into themselves the capacity for 
self-renewal. . , . Unless this is done, schools will always be obsolete.”34 
EPDA Part E authorizes grants to institutions of higher education for 
the training of persons preparing to work in colleges and universities as 
teachers, administrators or  educational specialist^.^^ In the summer of 
1972 and during the 1972-73 academic year, out of 912 fellowships, 50 
were in the field of library science for  study in the following 
universities: Denver, Illinois, Western Michigan, Queens, Long Island, 
Oregon, Texas, Washington and Wisconsin.36 
Title I V  of the Older Americans Act of 1965 as amended, and Titles 
IV  and V of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 
1965, specifically mention the inclusion of personnel training 
programs. The  Older Americans Act provides for training “to improve 
the quality of service and to help meet critical shortages of adequately 
trained personnel for programs in the field of aging.”37 
In conjunction with administering Title I1 of ESEA a number of 
states conducted in-service training programs involving librarians, 
school administrators, and, in at least one instance, school board 
members.38 
These are only a few of the sources of federal funding that can be 
tapped by those library education programs fortunate enough to have 
someone who has the time and talent to undertake the grantsmanship 
involved. 
Most library educators would probably agree that those federally 
funded  programs which have been viable, innovative, and  
future-oriented have provided educational experiences which have 
benefited participants, stimulated the faculty members involved, 
provided employers with personnel who at least possess the potential 
for competency, and have made a positive impact on the quality of 
education for librarianship. Specifically, federal funding has increased 
the pool of competent library school faculty members; it has increased 
the number of minority group respresentatives in libraries and in 
library schools; it has developed needed areas of specialization, 
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whether in providing services to the health o r  education professions o r  
to the disad\,antaged o r  the elderly: it has encouraged interdisciplinary 
and multimedia components in the curriculum; it has stressed the 
importance of building in an evaluation component on a continuing 
basis in order  to ensure programs relevant to society’s needs; and it has 
provided at least a beginning in creating sorely needed opportunities 
for continuing education. 
At the same time, it must be admitted that while federally funded 
grants and contracts have been helpful to library schools, they are 
mixed blessings. They are sometimes dedicated to endeavors dictated 
by grantors, which may not give direct support to the m’ain missions for 
which schools exist. Then ,  too, grantsmanship takes time. Few people 
who have not taught in a library school recognize that the 14- or  
15-hour day is not unusual for many library educators, at least some of 
whom frequently begin their own work after a long day of teaching, 
co 11n se lin g ,  commit tee  meet  in gs , con su 1tan t w~or k ,  speak in g 
engagements, and a bevy of other school assignments. To siphon off 
undue  faculty time to develop proposals-not all of which a re  
successful in securing funding-can jeopardize the caliber of teaching. 
If too many assignments were to be assumed as overloads, the 
long-range effect could be on the debit rather than the credit side of the 
ledger as far as program quality is concerned. 
U’hat is required in order  for today’s library schools to meet the 
challenge of NCLIS to provide the personnel who can render the high 
quality of service called for by the c o m m i ~ s i o n ? ~ ~  The answer surely 
must be: vast improvements in (1)quality of faculty; (2) fellowships that 
will attract able students with majors in the sciences as well as in the 
social sciences and humanities; (3) physical facilities; and (4) support 
for research and development. 
Perhaps it is fair to say that federal funding has given education for 
librarianship a slice of bread where there was none previously, but 
through the mechanism of program priorities, the funding agencies 
have been somewhat less than altruistic in the allocation of funds. 
Those in library schools know that the battle for funding to support 
programs of quality education for librarians still lies ahead. 
References 
1. U.S. Depar tment  of Heal th ,  Education a n d  Welfare. Office of  
Education. Survey of Library Educatzon Programs. Washington, D.C., I1.S.O.E. 
Library Senices Branch, 1965. (Mimeographed) 
[981 LIBRARY TRENDS 
Federally Funded Training 
2. Reed, Sarah R. “Library Education Report,” Journal of Education ,for 
Librarianship, 5:263, Spring 1965. 
3. . “Library Education Report,” Journal of Education for 
Librarianship, 5:204, Winter 1965. 
4. “Training for Library Service” (Report prepared for the Carnegie 
Corporation of New York). New York, 1923, p. 140. 
5.  Reed, Sarah R. “The  Federal Government and Library Education,” 
ALA Bulletin, 61:1050, Oct. 1967. 
6. Henne, Frances. “As Good As Librarians Make Them,”LibraryJournal, 
91:2566, 2569, May 15, 1966. 
7. United States Statutes at Large. 1965.  Vol. 79. Washington, D.C., 
U.S.G.P.O., 1966, p. 1227. 
8 .  Stevens, Frank A. “Higher Education Act, Title 11-B, Library 
Education.” In Madeline Miele, ed. The Bowker Annual oflibrary and Book Trade 
Information. 19th ed.  New York, Bowker, 1974, p. 150. 
9. U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare. Office of 
Education. Division of Library Programs. Applications and Proposals, Fiscal Year 
197i:Library Training Program: Institutes, Fellowships, Traineeships. Washington, 
D.C., U.S.O.E., 1975. 
10. Vale, MichElie R. “Trends in Federal Library Training Programs for 
Service to the Disadvantaged,” Library Trends, 20:466-67, Oct. 1971. 
11. Stevens, op. cit. 
12. “Higher Education Hearings,” ALA Washington Newsletter, 22: 1, April 
22, 1970. 
13. Ottina, John R. “L‘SOE and the Library Role,”AmericanLibraries,5:316, 
318, June 1974. 
14. Sharp, Laure M., et al. Overuieuf of the Library Fellowship Program. 
Washington, D.C., Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc., 1970, p. 49. 
15. Ibid., Appendix B. 
16. Ibid., Appendix B3. 
17. Holmstrom, Engin P., and El-Khawas, Elaine. “An Overview of the 
First Four Years of the Title 11-B Fellowship Program,” College &? Research 
Libraries, 323215, May 1971. 
18. Congressional Record, 11 1 :27346, Oct. 22, 1965. 
19. United States Code Annotated, Title 42, Sec. 280b, Oct. 1973, p. 796. 
20. Wilson, Marjorie P., et al. “Extramural Programs of the National 
Library of Medicine: Program Objectives and Present Status,” Bulletin of the 
Medical Library Association, 54:298-300, Oct. 1966. 
21. Cummings, Martin, and Corning, Mary E. “The  Medical Library 
Assistance Act: An Analysis of the NLM Extramural Programs, 1965-1970,” 
Bulletin of the Medical Libra? Association, 593374-91, July 1971. 
22. “Tennessee Training Program Receives New Funds,” Bulletin of the 
Medical Library Association, 60:501, July 1972. 
23. Reese, Alan M. Training Program in’Medica1 Librarianship and Health 
Sciences Information. AnnualReportJuly 1,1967-June30,1968. Cleveland, Center 
for Documentation and Communication Research, Case Western School of 
Library Science, 1968. 
24. Roper, Fred ‘vv. “A Comparative Analysis of Programs in Medical 
JULY, 1975 
SARAH R. REED 
Library Education in the United States, 1957-1971.” Unpublished Ph.D. 
dissertation prepared for Indiana University, 1971, pp. 31-32. 
25. Ibid., p. 133. 
26. Cummings and  Corning, op. cit., p.  391. 
27. Ibid., p. 381. 
28. Roper, op. cit., p. 134. 
29. Ibid., pp.  135-36. 
30. Ibid., p p ,  137-38. 
31. Lamb, Gertrude. FLC Newsletter, 80:8, Jan. 1975. 
32. Lieberman, Irving, ed .  Education f o r  Health Sciences Librarianship; 
Proceedings of a n  Invitational Conference, September 10-12, 1967 .  Seattle, 
University of  Washington School of Librarianship, 1968, p. 151. 
33. Reed, “The  Federal Government . . .,” op. cit., p. 1051. 
34. Davies, Don. “EPDA from the T o p ,  a n  Interview with Don Davies,”Phi 
Delta Kappan, 50:39, Sept. 1968; See also . “Reflections on  
EPDA,” Theory into Practice, 13:210-17,J u n e  1974. 
35. U.S. Depar tment  of  Heal th ,  Education a n d  Welfare. Office of  
Education. E P D A  Higher Education Personnel Training Programs 1973-74;  
Instructions and Application F o r mfor Submitting Fellowship, Institute, and Short-term 
Training Proposals f o r  Support Under Part E of the Education Professions Development 
Act, P.L. 90-35. Washington, D.C., U.S.O.E., 1972, p.1. 
36. “President’sFY 1973 Library Budget,”ALA Washington Newsletter, 24:3, 
Jan.  26, 1972. 
37. United States Code Annotated, Title 42, Sec. 3031, Oct. 1973, p. 908. 
38. Reed, “The  Federal Government . . .,” op  cit., p. 1053. 
39. National Commission o n  Libraries and Information Science. “A 
National Program for  Library and  Information Services.” 2d draf t  rev. 
Washington, D.C., 1974, p. 4. 
LIBRARY TRENDS 
Federally Funded Research In Librarianship 
P A U L  C.  J A N A S K E  
A DISCUSSION OF the impact of federally funded 
research in librarianship should begin with an attempt to define or  
establish parameters for the terms employed. If this discussion were 
limited to those research activities funded exclusively by the federal 
government, the conclusions, remarks and recommendations (if any) 
could be contained in two or three paragraphs. However, very few 
projects have been supported solely by federal funds. In most 
instances, projects receive multiple sources of funding, either from 
local, o r  other private, municipal, or state sources-and perhaps this is 
as it should be. Another limiting factor is related to the intent of the 
legislation which might provide financial resources. Many sources of 
funding within the fqderal government-the National Science 
Foundation, the Department of Defense, the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare (National Library of Medicine, Office of 
Education, and National Institute of Education), etc.-are available to 
suppor t  research for  library-related activities. In  addition to  
considering these sources as granting agencies, it must be remembered 
that considerable sums of money have been spent within the federal 
agencies themselves for research and development in the areas of 
library and  information science-the MARC project (machine 
readable cataloging) at the Library of Congress, the MEDLARS project 
(medical literature analysis and retrieval service) at the National 
Library of Medicine, the TISA project (technical information support 
activities) of the Army Corps of Engineers, etc. 
Government sponsorship of research is generally mission oriented. 
It is unrealistic to expect the National Library of Medicine, in its 
administration of the Public Health Service Act, to support in any way 
an investigation of problems not directly related to some aspect of 
medical librarianship or information service. The  only existing federal 
Paul C. Janaske is Program Manager, Library Research and Demonstration Program, 
U S .  Office of Education, Washington, D.C. 
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legislation intended to serve any and all concerns for library research is 
that which exists under Title II-B of the amended Higher Education 
Act of 1965. The  intent of this legislation is to improLe the practice of 
library and information science. The  program actually aLoids funding 
projects which may conflict with other existing legislation, and this 
occurs primarily because of  limited resources. T h e  following 
discussion is concerned primarily with the research program as 
administered by the Office of Education-the Higher Education Act 
(HEA) Title II-B. 
Although the term “research” seems to be well understood and the 
meaning  appa ren t  to all concerned ,  i t  is obvious tha t  some 
misunderstanding does exist concerning its definition. It is not 
appropriate here to engage in a philosophical discourse relating to the 
meaning and implications of the term. Much has been written and said 
on the subject and recounting it all is hardly worth the effort. However, 
two comments by Jesse Shera cannot pass unnoticed. In two previous 
issues of Libra9 Trends, Shera discusses forthrightly and succinctly the 
basic concept of “research”: “One cannot talk about the philosophy of 
modern research without going back to Bacon . . . research since (at 
least) the time of Bacon has been an answering of questions by the 
accumulation and assimilation of facts which lead to the formulation of 
generalizations o r  universals that  ex tend ,  correct ,  o r  verify 
knowledge.”’ This definition is quite precise and very restrictive, 
particularly as one might attempt to characterize research activity in 
the field of librarianship. It is this disparity betb een the pure sciences 
and the “science” of librarianship that may lead to another comment by 
Shera: “‘Research’ is, of course, a slippery word, and all that 
masquerades under that title is not properly ~ 0 . ’ ’ ~Librarianship as a 
service-centered discipline tends to produce studies and investigations 
rather than highly structured research projects. 
To further complicate the attempt to define the basic concept of 
research, a new dimension has been added-demonstration. T h e  
program in the Office of Education (HEA II-B) is identified as 
“Library Research and  Demonstrat ion.”  T h e  concept  of  a 
demonstration should not be confused with the demonstration library 
or  demonstration center-indeed a demonstration library may be a 
part of a research project, but this is not intended to be a limiting factor. 
For the purposes of this discussion, consider the following as an 
attempt to clarify: a demonstration is the implementation or  operation 
of a new concept, service or  program in an effort to establish a basic 
premise or  hypothesis. 
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One of the earliest public records of reference to federal support for 
research in librarianship appears in the Hearangs before the Subcommittee 
on Education relating to the Higher Education Act. Edmon Low, as a 
representative of the American Library Association, submitted 
testimony to the committee indicating the need and support for the 
legislation. In  his testimony, Low addressed the issues of library 
resources and library education as well as commenting on research: 
Related to the training is the need for research in the many areas 
relating to libraries and library activity. We need to know more about 
why people read, what they read, and how to make our libraries even 
more effective instruments in our community life. Mie need to study 
better ways of controlling the great mass of printed materials, the 
place of  machines in library work and documentation, and the 
storage and preservation of materials economically in miniature 
reproduction on a scale not now known. We must do  these things if 
we are to keep abreast of the demands to be made on us in the years 
ahead.3 
It is interesting to note that the concept of research was related to 
training. It was during this same period that a new interest was 
smoldering in the schools of librarianship. A new impetus was 
generated toward the inclusion of doctoral programs and, with the 
advent of the newly created institutes of research, the increase in the 
number of doctoral candidates produced more individuals interested 
in and actively engaged in research. 
Ever since the impact of  World War 11, and  the advent of  
post-Sputnik technology, the federal government has become the 
largest single source of research sponsorship. It is not surprising, then, 
that the sponsorship of library research should also be under the 
direction of the federal dollar. The  Higher Education Act was one of 
the earliest laws to incorporate this concept even though a few federal 
agencies had legislation which addressed the problems of information 
handling. 
In 1956 the U.S.Air Force Office of Aerospace Research established 
the Directorate of Information Sciences. This program was designed to 
serve two requirements of the Air Force: (1) to improve the handling of 
scientific and technical information in Air Force libraries and  
information centers; and (2) to serve Air Force technical objectives in 
appl ied areas  such as electromagnetic intelligence, g round  
communications, reconnaissance and  aerospace photography,  
optronics, e t ~ . ~  This program was terminated early in the 1970s. 
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The  National Science Foundation is authorized and directed, in 
addition to other responsibilities, to foster the interchange of scientific 
information between U.S. and foreign scientists, to coordinate national 
scientific information activities, and to prokide or arrange for the 
pro\ ision of indexing, abstracting, translating, and other services 
leading to more effective dissemination of scientific information. In 
1958 the Office of Science Information Service (OSIS) was established 
to support  research, development and  demonstration projects 
designed to improve scientific and technological information services. 
The  OSIS program is organized around five priorities: research, 
economics of information transfer, user support, information systems, 
and foreign science activities.j 
In 1963, the Department of Defense (DOD) assigned the functions * 
of the Scientific and Technical Information program for DOD. Two 
years later the instruction was implemented, and the office of the Chief 
of Engineers was assigned responsibility for the management of the 
Army Technical Library Improvement Studies (ATLIS) project, later 
to be expanded and called Technical Information Support Activities 
(TISA). The  basic objective of the ATLIS program was to improve the 
flow of technical information into, through, and from the Department 
of the Army in order to avoid unnecessary duplication of effort in 
research, development, testing and evaluation, while reducing lead 
time and assuming operation at the most economical leveL6 A recent 
publication by the American Society for Information Science is a 
collection of papers sponsored by the TISA project, which covers such 
topics as management, performance measures, networking, etc.' Even 
though the topics originated within the context of DOD, the major 
findings and conclusions can be generalized to most scientific and 
technical libraries. 
The  Public Health Service Act, Title 111, provides two objectives of 
interest to the information community. The  first provides grants for 
biomedical communication research (sections 390(b)4 and 395) to assist 
in the processing and disseminating of health information through 
support of projects for research, development and demonstrations in 
medical library science, techniques, systems and equipment. The  other 
portion of the act, administered by the National Library of Medicine, 
concerns the development of a national system of regional medical 
libraries to disseminate information to health sciences personnel, 
particularily those who are far from major centers (sections 390(b)(6) 
and 397).8 
In the Office of Education the Library and Information Science 
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Research Program was authorized in 1965 unde r  the Higher  
Education Act; however, authorization was not issued for funding until 
fiscal year (FY) 1967 at $3.5 million. During the first three years of 
operat ion,  the program was adminis tered by the  Division of  
Information Technology and Dissemination, Bureau of Research 
(later to become the National Center for Educational Research and 
Development). In  June 1970, the program was transferred to the 
Division of Library Programs in the newly created Bureau of Libraries 
and  Educational Technology, and  the Research and  Program 
Development Branch was created. It does not seem appropriate to 
attempt to trace the organizational changes in the Office of Education, 
other than to note that as of January 1975 the program’s title is 
“Library Research and Demonstration Program” and is located in the 
Office of Libraries and Learning Resources, Bureau of School Systems. 
During the beginning years of the program, the general emphasis of 
funded projects was hardware oriented. Projects were funded to 
provide computer applications to library functions, to develop 
hardware such as low-cost microfiche readers, and to develop library 
organization and management. The  program underwent a major 
redirection in FY 1972. At that time, Commissioner of Education 
Marland announced in his objectives for the Office of Education the 
following priorities: (1) education of the handicapped; (2) innovation 
and pluralism in education; (3) elimination of racial, ethnic and 
cultural barriers to educational opportunities; (4) career education 
development; and (5) education of the h a n d i ~ a p p e d . ~  
In response to these concerns, the library research program was 
directed toward social issues in an attempt to determine the needs and 
requirements of Americans who may not have access to adequate 
library and informational services, and to mobilize total community 
resources to improve the quality of life for the general public. Projects 
were funded to study the information needs of  a variety of target 
groups: residents of the inner-city, the aging, the institutionalized, rural 
residents, ethnic groups, the disadvantaged, etc. Along with these basic 
studies, attempts were made to develop model information services (as 
demonstrations) for the target populations with the ultimate goal of 
replicating the services in other localities. 
It was during this period that the concept of the “community 
learning center” came into prominence. The  choice of terminology is 
apparently not the best-the word learning implies an emphasis on 
education which may not necessarily be true. It is not clear how to 
describe this new service in the community. Some may argue that there 
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are at least ttvo concepts to be addressed: (1) a service to support a 
diversity of educational needs, and (2) a community information 
service. It only complicates the problem to try to separate these 
requirements. Elements of both concepts exist-it appears to be only a 
matter of degree or  emphasis. 
T h e  fact remains that in the present day of changing societal needs, a 
service might  exist ivhich can  r e spond  to  the  needs  o f  t he  
residents-poor, rural, urban, ethnic groups, disadvantaged, etc.-in 
nearly every community. Elements of such a service exist today-the 
public library may provide some of the services and the social and 
rvelfare agencies may provide others-but somewhere in between 
there is a requirement which may very well suggest a new entity. This 
service ivould not replace the public or  school libraries o r  the social 
agencies, but would pro\.ide the linkage between the user and the 
information. 
These facilities o r  their prototypes exist under various identifiers: 
community learning center, library learning center, neighborhood 
information center, etc. The  label is of little consequence; the real 
importance is reflected in the fact that those communities which now 
operate  this kind of service have done  it  primarily because of 
community response and the role of local community leadership in 
their operation. 
One of the very serious problems encountered in an attempt to 
establish these services in a community is the difficulty in consolidating 
resources, o r  the preservation of self-serving enterprise. For example, 
in programs suggesting that a consolidation of public and school 
libraries take place, considerable resistance is often encountered by one 
o r  the other of the groups to preserve the image of the original 
establishment. 
In  addition to the support provided under  the HEA, there was 
another means of funding research activities within the Office of 
Education. T h e  record through the years refers to the program as the 
“Small Grants Program,” “Regional Research Program,” o r  “Mini 
Grants.” Essentially, the program limited grants for support to under  
$10,000. Grants could be awarded to colleges, universities, state 
departments of education, o r  to other public o r  private agencies, 
organizat ions,  g roups  o r  individuals  with inst i tut ional  o r  
organizational sponsorship. 
T h e  implementation of this small project research appears to have 
been fostered by the concept of the National Defense Education Act of 
1958, Title VII-A, Research and Experimentation. T h e  legislation 
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provided an opportunity to obtain contracts or  grants up  to $5,000 to 
“conduct, assist, and foster research and experimentation in the 
development and evaluation of projects involving television, radio, 
motion pictures, printed and published materials, and related media of 
communication which may prove of value to State or  local educational 
agencies.”1° The basic concept of the small research projects emerged in 
the Cooperative Research Act during FY 1962. The  level of funding 
was increased and small grants could then be awarded at the $10,000 
level. In FY 1965 the program was regionalized. The  selection of 
applications for funding and the administration of the projects was the 
responsibility of the U.S.O.E. regional offices. In August 1973 the 
Small Grants Research Program was terminated and nothing of a 
comparable nature exists to take its place. It was then that the National 
Institute of Education (NIE) was established. 
T h e  Education Amendments of 1972 provide the legislative 
authority for NIE, and the objectives of the organization are: “To 
improve education, so that every person is provided an equal 
opportunity to receive an education of high quality, through: helping 
to solve o r  to alleviate the problems of, and achieve the objectives of 
American education; advancing the practice of education as an art, 
science, and profession; strengthening the scientific and technological 
foundations of education; and building an effective educational 
research and development system.”” 
The  library research program, in the Office of Education, has been 
operational under the HEA for eight years. During this time 221 
projects have been funded. Table 1 provides a summary of the 
program obligations as well as the total number of projects funded for 
the period FY 1967 through FY 1974. 
The  organizations which conducted research during this period 
include the academic community, nonprofit organizations, profit 
organizations, public libraries, government agencies, local school 
districts, and state and municipal governments. Over 50 percent of the 
projects were conducted in the academic community, 25 percent in the 
nonprofit organizations, and the remainder nearly equally divided 
among the representative sponsors. 
The  subject emphases of the projects can be grouped in five 
categories: (1) institutional cooperation to serve special target groups 
(projects involving the development of specialized library services 
including the public library, school library and social and welfare 
agencies in the community); (2) technology (automatic data processing, 
micromedia, etc.); (3)  functional development ( reader  services, 
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TABLE 1 

LIBRARY RESEARCH A N D  DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM 

HEA I I - B  

T O T A L  OBLIGATIONS A N D  NUMBER OF PROJECTS F U N D E D  

~ ~~~ 
Fiscal Year Obligation Number of Projects 
1967 $3,381,052 38 
1968 2,020,942 21 
1969 2,986,264 39 
1970 2,160,622 30 
1971 2,170,274 18 
1972 2,748,953 31 
1973 1,784,741 24 
1974 1,418,433 20 
Total $18,671,281 22 1 
processing, acquisitions, cataloging and classification, etc.); (4) 
planning and development (feasibility studies, etc.); and (5)-education 
and training (library education curriculum development, etc.). 
A variety of attempts have been made to identify research in 
progress and to report completed research. The  publication of the 
National Science Foundation (NSF), Current Research andDevelopment in 
Scientific Documentation (CRDSD), was perhaps the most comprehensive 
effort to identify the results of  research and  development in 
information handling problems. Although the emphasis was on ~ 
scientific documentation, such examples as “Effectiveness of Public 
Library Services: Indices of Measurement and their Relation to 
Financial Support”12 indicates that the included entries were not 
exclusively scientific documentation. The  first issue of this publication 
appeared in 1958 and the final issue was published in 1966. 
In October 1959, the Library Services Branch in the U.S. Office of 
Education (U.S.O.E.) produced the first issue of Library Research in 
Progress (LiRiP). This service was designed to serve as a clearinghouse 
for new developments in the field, During the five-year period of 
publication, 902 projects were reported, A tabulation appearing in the 
final issue includes a breakdown by type of contributor: degree 
candidates far outnumbered the others, accounting for 42 percent of 
the work; the next highest number was represented by library school 
faculty members at 10 percent. Although LiRiP did not generally 
include a dollar figure for the projects reported, the final issue includes 
a table which reports the financial support for library research. The  
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total support reported for the five-year period was $8,730,036. Just  
over 50 percent of this amount was attributed to support by the federal 
government. NSF was the largest contributor, and U.S.O.E. was the 
second largest contributor. 
Research in Education (RIE) ,  a publication of the National Institute of 
Education Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC), for all 
practical purposes provides an ongoing indexing and abstracting 
service for the educational community, which includes library and 
information science interests. The entries in RIE  include the most 
complete data of any information service available today for research 
projects underway or completed. The abstract may be the weakest 
element of the reporting inasmuch as the abstract reports only for the 
funding period being covered. If a project has been operational for a 
period of years, the abstract will seldom report on previous activity. 
The first issue o f R I E  appeared in 1966; it continues on a monthly basis 
with semi-annual and annual cumulations. 
Another publication which has made a recent appearance is Library 
and Information Services Today (LIST) ,  a commercial publication with its 
fourth volume appearing in 1974. The subject arrangement of LIST  
provides access to the projects reported; the 1974 volume claims to 
include details for 1,362 projects, including foreign programs. One of 
the indexes attempts to tist the projects by sponsorship. These entries 
are mixed and confused-some projects are listed under program title 
and some under organizational component, but with complete 
disregard for actual organizational structure. 
There is not a service in existence today which identifies research in 
progress in the field of library and information science. The field has 
only fragments which address the research issue by inclusion of the 
literature resulting from research in such publications as Library and 
Information Science Abstracts, Information Science Abstracts, Library 
Literature and Research in  Education. 
Through the years the American Library Association has attempted 
to identify research activity. None of its efforts has ever reached the 
point of publication or of ready access by the public. The Science 
Information Exchange of the Smithsonian Institution is the only 
operative model one might consider to be the kind of service desirable. 
A discussion of any program almost certainly brings one to the point 
of asking: Was it worth it? Was it worth the $18 million the Office of 
Education invested in the 221 projects with the idea of improving 
librarianship? The answer to the question is not unlike the well worn 
comedy routine: “How is your wife?” with the reply “Compared to 
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what?’ What basis of comparison can be employed to make a value 
judgment? Who can passjudgment and say that investment of money 
in one project was better than investment in another project? This kind 
of comparison and evaluation is not unlike the same kind of criticism 
one hears in a discussion of the aerospace program. How do we know, 
at this time, what lessons have been learned from our  adventure in 
space? Can we evaluate in a realistic manner those projects taken from 
the files of the Library Research and Demonstration Program and 
mark them as outstanding successes or  dismal failures? It is not certain 
that even time will provide the answers we now seek. Frequently the 
question is asked: How many persons did a particular project serve? 
Even this kind of statistical exercise is nearly impossible to answer by 
the very nature of the program itself. 
Money essentially buys time, Many of the projects funded as research 
and demonstration could have been done without federal support, but 
it might have taken ten to twenty years longer to get the job done. The  
Ohio College Library Center (OCLC) is a classic example of this: with 
the limited resources of any one organization it does not seem likely 
that OCLC could have progressed to its present operational mode. 
Earlier in this discussion, reference was made to the community 
learning center concept. At least six projects are responding to this 
idea. Not all of the projects have opened their doors for service. The  
money provided by the Office of Education was intended to be for 
planning and development rather than for operational funding. Those 
services which are presently operational are still too new in their 
respective communities to attempt to make any sound evaluation o r  
judgment of the effect of their impact on the community. At some 
point in the future-perhaps five, ten or  even fifteen years hence-the 
effort to obtain a more realistic evaluation of the project will be more 
appropriate than any current effort. 
“Start-up” efforts appear to be popular targets for federal support. 
The  National Science Foundation, in particular, has recorded many 
examples of supporting programs to the point where they might 
become self sustaining. Support by NSF to the American Chemical 
Society and Biological Abstracts to automate their services are notable 
examples. 
The  Office of Education has also provided funds for the beginnii ,-, 
stages of programs or  services. The  money for the initial work of the 
National Commission for Libraries and Information Science was 
provided from HEA funds, as well as some of the support for the 
publication of the State-of-the-Art Reuiews in Information Science by the 
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American Society for Information Sciences. This series is now in its 
eighth volume and continues to be one of the most comprehensive 
appraisals of literature in this field. 
In  the fall of 1970 a project was funded to examine the problems 
related to interlibrary communications and information networks. T h e  
grant was made to the ALA to convene a conference of experts in the 
field and discuss selected topics on the subject. Some of the critics of 
this project contend that the state of the art had not yet developed to 
the point of producing any meaningful results. How can this be 
proven? Or,  can we demonstrate in any way that the project was an 
overwhelming success? If the project served no other purpose, at least 
the efforts did provide a benchmark o r  point of departure against 
which future judgments might be made. This may be the essential 
ingredient of all research-the establishment of a point of departure 
for future action. 
For a list of reports which have been produced by projects funded by 
the Office of Education under HEA Title 11-B, Library Research and 
Demonstration Program, see the Additional References. T h e  list 
includes only those reports published by commercial publishers. Other  
reports are available through ERIC and are indexed in Research i n  
Education. 
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LIBRARY TRENDS 
Library Legislation Discovered 
H E N R Y  T .  D R E N N A N  
MUCHFEDERAL LEGISLATION not specifically written 
for library purposes is available for the support of various kinds of 
library activities and interest. The  Catalog of Federal Education Assistance 
Programs is the most comprehensive guide to these laws.’ This article, 
then, is concerned with nonlibrary programs for libraries; it aims to 
develop a brief rationale for utilizing such legislation as a source of 
support  for  change,  sets forth some guidelines to s t rengthen 
applications for-assistance to funding sources, and provides examples 
of programs and program settings which may utilize such federal grant 
programs. 
The  rationale for relating libraries to programs not specifically 
enacted for library purposes lies within the library’s essential power of 
valence-the ability to evaluate and assemble the realms of knowledge 
within its systemic organization. Sometimes we can only recognize a 
systemic organization by its spectacular moving parts. But libraries are 
a social invention, quiet in purpose and activities, whose quality of 
valence permits the socialization of knowledge. 
Librarians have been unaware of, o r  perhaps reluctant to admit, the 
superiority of the invention which they have created and the 
organization they conduct. Libraries seek, value and have access to new 
knowledge. Through them new knowledge is attached to the armature 
of public understanding. The  systematizing thrust of libraries places 
them in a seeking mode. Even libraries which are by the nature of their 
clientele most limited in their scope and most particularized in 
depth-i.e., special libraries-consistently seek and  contain 
information which is somewhat extramural. 
New tasks bring new ties. The  leadership of the American Library 
Association (ALA) and librarians are developing a substantial interest 
in literacy, bilingualism and reading as a competency. The  publication 
Henry T.Drennan is Program Officer, Office of Libraries and Learning resources, U.S. 
Office of Education, Washington, D.C. 
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of Lyman’s study by the ALA (writh research supported by the Office of 
Education) illustrates this heightened concern.2 With new tasks comes 
the need to involve other disciplines, e.g., the large joint Adult Basic 
Education-Library Literacy Project, funded by the Office of Education 
and conducted in five Appalachian states by the Appalachian Adult 
Education Center of Morehead, Kentucky. Through such literacy 
projects a number of federal grant programs have shared ‘honlibrary” 
programs: Adult Basic Education (ABE), Bi-lingual Education, Indian 
Education, Johnson O’Malley Funds (administered by the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs) and Right-to-Read participate in projects for literacy 
initiated under specifically library-purpose titles, principally the two 
sections of Title II-B of the Higher Education Act (HEA) and the 
Library Services and Construction Act (LSCA). 
A demonstration of library service designed by and for Indians is, 
among other things, concerned with library support for literacy. The  
National Indian Education Association (NIEA), with multiple federal 
program support, operates the demonstration at three reservation sites 
and cooperates in a fourth. These projects are with the Mohawks at 
Akwasesne, St. Regis, New York; the Navajo at Rough Rock, Arizona; 
and the Dakota Sioux at Standing Rock, South/North D a k ~ t a . ~  A 
cooperating project linked by technical assistance is at the joint 
reservation of the Arapahoe and Shoshone people at Wind River, 
Wyoming. 
American Indians are a geographically and culturally isolated 
people. They are guardians of a tribal culture and language, but they 
pay a high social price for this inheritance. Approximately 47 percent 
of the Arapahoe and Shoshone people at the Wind River Reservation 
are unemployed. Thus most are disadvantaged. More than one-half of 
the high school students have serious computational difficulties, and 
nearly 60 percent have serious reading problems. It is probable, 
although unrepor ted ,  that these learning problems are  more  
pronounced among older adult tribal member^.^ At Standing Rock, 79 
percent of the adults had speaking ability in one of the three Siouan 
dialects but only 17 percent could write in their own language. 
Eighty-three percent of the Navajos speak their own tongue but only 29 
percent had writing skills. 
Thus, literacy in their own language is not a simple problem for 
many functionally illiterate Americans. English-the dominant  
cultural, commercial and governmental language of the United 
States-is a second language for millions of people, including Indians. 
The  largest group disadvantaged by language is that of Hispanic 
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heritage citizens. In  Lyman's sample of urban new adult readers nearly 
all (99 percent) spoke English but a significant component spoke 
Spanish (16 percent) and 9 percent spoke other tongues. Thus,  
one-fourth of those people learned English as a second 1anguage.j 
Despite new initiatives, supportive library services for the bi-lingual 
have far to go. At Standing Rock, South Dakota, the members of the 
Sioux tribe assisted in the research design of new library services for the 
reservation. They reported that previous traditional library services 
did little to meet their information needs: 58 percent of the adults cited 
prohibitive rules in the library, 44 percent found  a lack of  
Indian-oriented materials, 55 percent noted unsuitable space or  
inadequate hours, and 5 5  percent complained that the library was 
closed when the Indians could use it. 
In  a major study of Spanish-speaking persons and library services in 
five states of  the Southwest, data  were developed reflecting 
Mexican-American preceptions of their local public library services.6 
Only 3 percent of the respondents discussing public libraries could 
recall that they had ever participated in special library programs 
devoted to the Spanish speaking. Thirteen percent were aware of the 
existence of bilingual programs offered by their libraries. Twenty-five 
percent knew of the presence of Spanish-language collections, yet 
another 25 percent had no knowledge of their existence. Seventy-five 
percent  repor ted  that  their public library d id  not operate  a 
Spanish-language information center. 
However, attaining literacy is not exclusively the problem of the 
bilingual. Most functional illiterates are native English speakers. A 
wide range of federal programs continues to struggle with the problem 
of functional illiteracy. Adult Basic Education has enrolled 5.5 million 
persons in state grant programs in the decade 1965-74.' A Harris 
Associates Survey conducted for Right-to-Read esrimates that 30 
million Americans remain o r  are becoming functionally illiterate.s 
Functional illiteracy is one of the most intractable, irreducible 
problems that education has yet to face; its magnitude and intractibility 
are a crisis for the library and a threat to the survival of millions of 
people. 
Some libraries are conducting programs to promote literacy. For 
example, the Free Library of Philadelphia operates reading support 
centers in its branches and has, at this writing, just concluded a 
conference which included many of the Philadelphia associations in the 
fight against illiteracy. A number of federal programs-ABE, LSCA, 
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HEA Titles 11-B and 11-A, and Right-to-Read-are sharing in the 
LibraryiAdult Basic Education Project conducted in Appalachia. 
Many Appalachian whites are rural mountain people who live in an 
isolation which fosters their culture and to some degree inhibits its 
degradation. But with this isolation comes a restrictive backwardness 
that places a heavy premium on the family, and  balks at the 
introduction of fresh viewpoints. Thus, in such isolated, rural areas 
communication is more personal than in other regions. Neighbors are 
the primary source of information because of a conscious sense of  
alienation and an associated lack of knowledge about the sources of 
information. Rural people are ear oriented. Librarians may need to use 
audiovisual media as a necessary prelude to competency with print. 
Any effective library delivery system must emphasize individualization 
and personalization of materials delivery in order to become congruent 
with the communications style of its desired con~ti tuency.~ 
The  Appalachian Adult Education Center (AAEC), in its first major 
report on the LibraryiAdult Basic Education (ABE) Project, found that 
nei ther  libraries no r  ABE presented  appropr ia te  pr in t  in a 
satisfactorily usable form nor, in the case of ABE, used it as an 
instructional media: 
Both specializations (libraries and ABE) suffer from a lack of 
emphasis on coping skills. ABE tends to offer traditional preparation 
in skills without utilizing the daily contact of print which teaches the 
transfer of knowledge to everyday tasks. The AAEC has found that 
only a minority of libraries stress the materials which deal with 
coping skills. [This] material tends to be pamphlet-type and 
library-collected information for referrals. Those librarians who are 
repository-minded are  likely to feel that pamphlets are  of  no 
consequence-not to mention bothersome-and that community 
information is outs ide the service limits of  the library. 
Unfortunately, adults cannot concentrate on upgrading while 
pressing everyday problems interfere. Readily available information 
for the relief of pressures and knowledge of how to use it looses the 
adult to proceed toward her or his goals.1° 
Nevertheless, the LibraryiABE project has made librarians more aware 
of the nature of the disadvantaged adult and the limits of his life. 
Librarians at the project's sites understand the problems of reaching 
the disadvantaged and are pleased with their initial successes. Yet many 
of the libraries of rural Appalachia contain collections woefully 
inadequate to meet the coping needs of a disadvantaged population. 
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Their budgets, despite federal support, are inadequate for building 
coping collections. 
The  opening paragraphs of this article stressed the ability of the 
library to acquire and organize diverse kinds of knowledge and its need 
to work with o the r  educat ional  interests in operat ions.  T h e  
LibraryiABE project was specifically designed to experiment in this 
setting. Librarians wishing to learn the operational characteristics of 
such combinations will be interested in the project's field experience. 
The  AAEC found that any successful cooperation required an 
understanding of differences and an ability to accommodate them. 
That  is, the participants must be goal oriented. For instance, the 
greatest difference the AAEC observed between the libraries and the 
schools (the parent body of ABE) was that the state education agency 
acted in a more regulatory manner than did the state library agency. 
The  library agency functioned almost universally in an advisory 
capacity. Federal education funds (as contrasted with federal library 
funds) carried more constraints. At the state and local levels public 
education carries more clout; it commands more jobs. 
These differences may not be pleasant o r  flattering to either agency 
but they appear as institutional behavior and should elicit no surprise. 
In  the AAEC experience, one result of  these differences in 
organization and community status is a problem in approaching the 
p rope r  level of  adminis t ra tor  in each institution to effect 
coordination without being offensive, i.e., (1) going over the head of 
the appropriate person, or  (2) trying to combine forces between a 
lower echelon school person and a high echelon library person, o r  (3) 
approaching the wrong functionary and  raising terr i tor ia l  
hostilities.' 
OLDER AMERICANS 
Every tenth American is an older American. The  record of the 
library profession's concern for this growing societal segment remains 
mixed and the prospects for the future are indifferent.'* This is not to 
indicate that legislative support is not promising; it is. 
The  most recently enacted title under LSCA concerns the elderly. It 
is contained in the Older  Americans Comprehensive Service 
Amendments of 1973 and offers an extensive opportunity for the 
development of special library services. These amendments were based 
on the expressed interest of the delegates to the White House 
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Conference on Aging and on their specific recommendations in 
support of libraries and continuing education. 
T h e  amendment  entitled Title IV ,  Older  Readers Services, 
authorizes the appropriation of federal funds, none of which have 
been appropriated, for these supportive library activities: "( 1) the 
training of librarians to work with the elderly; (2) the conduct of special 
library programs for the elderly; (3) the purchase of special library 
materials for use by the elderly; (4) the payment of salaries for elderly 
persons ivho wish to work in libraries as assistants on programs for the 
elderly; ( 5 )  the provision of in-home visits by librarians and other 
library personnel to the elderly; (6) the establishment of outreach 
programs to notify the elderly of library services available to them; and 
(7) the furnishing of transportation to enable the elderly to have access 
to library services." The  title contains no requirement for local or  state 
matching funds.13 That this magnificent piece of legislation should go 
unnoticed by the library profession is puzzling. 
Just prior to the 1971 White House Conference on Aging, a national 
survey sponsored by the Cleveland Public Library queried public 
librarians on their plans for future program development. Their 
responses in terms of the weight they would give to services for various 
age groups foreshadowed the relatively neutral stand with which they 
might view legislative opportunities for program development. Table 1 
is derived from the survey and reports public librarians' planning 
preferences for the present (at the time of the survey) and the future. 
The  shift is significantly away from younger groups in the direction of  
older patrons but it does not extend substantially to the elderly. 
Seventeen percent of the libraries moved their first preference from 
children but only 3 percent more gave a preference to developing 
programs for the old. 
Two principal federal sources assist library service programming for 
the elderly through state and local governments. The  largest amount 
granted comes through the Library Services and Construction Act. 
About $1.1 million for support of services to the aging for public and 
institutional libraries came from LSCA in the period 1966-72.14 This 
allocation to the aging represented about 0.3% of a total of more than 
$312 million appropriated for LSCA. The  Older Americans Act 
(OAA) serves as the other principal source of federal funds utilized for 
1ibr'Try services to the aging. The  $307,809 from OAA (reported for 
the sa,ne period) allocated to nine projects somewhat exceeded, with its 
share of 0.32 percent of total Administration on Aging (AOA) outlays, 
the 0.3 percent of funds expended by LSCA. 
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TABLE I 
PUBLIC LIBRARIANS’ PLANNING PREFERENCES 
Target Age Groups 
1-5 6-12 13-20 21-64 65+ 
Present (1971) 16% 18% 7% 54% 5% 
Future (1971-1976) 9% 8% 9% 66% 8% -
Change -7% -10% +2% +12% + 3 %  
Source: National Survey of Library Servzces to the Aging. CleLeland Public Library ( U S .  
Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of Education, Bureau of 
Libraries and Educational Technology), Dec. 1971. 
Prior to 1966, no state library agency reported budgeting funds 
specifically for the aging. Since that time, in the period 1966-72, seven 
state library agencies reported an expenditure of $385,295. This was 
less than 1 percent of their combined total budgets. In  1971 these states 
funded  projects at an average outlay of $18,750 per  project. 
Seventy-two of 244 public libraries budgeted specifically for the aging; 
their total budget outlay was $957,719. Whether the total contained 
either state o r  federal funds is unascertainable. At no level of 
government can these allocations be described as robust. 
The realities of funding and lack of attention to program services for 
the aging should not deter librarians from promoting the needs of 
older persons. Both LSCA and AOA are available to libraries as 
programs which will respond to good proposals. The  problem, in part, 
seems to be lack of interest. In the recent competition for grant 
assistance from the Library Research and Demonstration Program 
(HEA, Title 11-B), only one of the 180 applicants proposed to work in 
the area of the aging, and that application was a technical proposal 
concerning the indexing of gerontological materials. 
Whatever the stance of the library profession with regard to 
programming for older adults, the recorded sentiments of elders 
exhibits a preference for library services. In  a 1973 survey of special 
federal library programs, older adults ranked second among groups 
using the programs frequently. Table 2 is derived from a wider 
presentation of target group preferences and illustrates the attitudes of 
older citizens toward special programming. In  addition, older citizens 
d o  have specific program preferences  and  suggestions for  
improvements as illustrated in Table 3. These suggestions reflect the 
concern of older citizens for mobility and accessibility. Their feeling 
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TABLE 2 
ATT1TL‘DF.S O t  THE AGLD TOLVARD SPECIAL PROGRAMMING IN LIBRARIES 
Older  Citizens 
Attitude 65+ 
Very favorable, many use i t  
Some use it and  like i t , .  , , , 
Unfavorable. few use i t  
Many are  unaware of i t , , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Other  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
, , , , , . . . .  . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
66.6% 
18.7% 
0.0% 
10.4% 
4.1% 
~~ 
Source: System DeLelopment Corporation. Ezialuatzon of LSCA Seruzces to Speczal Target 
Groups, Final &port, 1973, Table I V  C33,  p.  IV-100. 
TABLE 3 
S I  GGtSTlOh’S OF O L D E R  L S E R S  FOR I.MPRO\ING PROGRAMS 
Percentage of those 65+ 
Suggest ions for 1m p  ro \ em en t Making Suggestion 
Publicize project more Midel: 15.9 
Transport  users 12 .3  
Make project more accessible 11 .3  
Add a bookmobile 11.3 
.4dd specific topical material 6.8 
Conduct classes 6.8  
Make i t  more comfortable 3.6 
Change location 4.5 
Source: System Development Corporation. Evaluatzon oJ‘LSCASeruzes to Speczal Target 
Groups, Final Report, 1973. p. IV-100. 
that the projects are not sufficiently publicized is also a form of care 
about accessibility. Librarians need to be aware of these feelings in 
designing programs. 
There are elements of which library planners should be aware in 
Table 3 and in one of the resolutions from the education section of the 
1971 White House Conference on Aging. The older patrons of special 
programs gave a fairly high rating to the concept of conducting classes 
in the library; they gave an equal rating to the need for specific 
materials. In the resolution from the conference they urged: “The 
expansion of adult educational programs having a demonstrated 
record of success should receive higher priority with due consideration 
being given to experimental and innovative program^."'^ 
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The supporting text of the education section stated: “One of these 
[developments] may be observed in the phenomenal growth of the 
Community College . , , the new breed of Community College is by 
franchise and by budget allocations, designed to make community 
services and  adul t  educat ion a principal par t  of  a n  overall 
program. . . . Already there is evidence that community colleges are 
beginning to take seriously their responsibility, for providing 
educational services to older persons.”16 
Librarians should be aware of the program possibilities for  
community colleges and library-based nontraditional learning under 
the sponsorship of the AOA. Community colleges are expanding their 
services and courses geared to older adults. Twenty-six community 
colleges in 15 states operate “retired senior volunteer programs”; more 
than 140 community colleges offer preretirement educational services; 
340 community colleges offer programs for second careers, for basic 
education, for recreational endeavors, and for cultural enrichment.17 
The  requirements of older Americans in an educational setting may 
be unfamiliar te most of us and may require some study for program 
planning.  Librarians should not  be unduly concerned about  
developing a special program environment for a specific age group. 
For fifty years or  more, school and public libraries have successfully 
created an optimum environment of facilities and materials for 
children. Their success has been so pervasive and recognized that the 
early difficulties in planning and the necessary adjustments have faded 
into the customary. Unlike the successful programming of services to 
children, services to elders have not yet received the intensive concern 
and planning requiring many years of purpose. Yet the aged are also 
deserving and now, unlike children, are an increasing segment in 
American society. Within the next fifty years the number of older 
adults will double. 
We need to think of the educational services for these patrons and 
the optimum learning and physical environment that must be 
established. First, we must confront the myth in our  youth-oriented 
society that older persons cannot learn.’* Older people need to learn. 
No age group is exempt from the opportunities and critical variables of 
society. Older persons are necessarily committed to grappling with 
survival factors. Their energies are economized and their learning 
commitments are oriented to these areas. They need to learn second 
careers, to redirect their activities and interests into new channels, and 
to learn to accept greater degrees of dependence. Older people can 
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learn new skills and new roles because they have been learning all their 
life. The  program challenge is with the planner. 
Learning involves memory and not all kinds of memory decline with 
age. Vocabulary size grows through life. Older people suffer a decline 
of  short-term memory. ‘The greatest change comes in memory which 
involves the formation of new associations, e.g., learning a new 
language. Memory losses may be associated less with the processes of 
aging than with the level of activity. The  inquiring mind remains an 
examining mind. 
Modes of thought of older people differ from those of the young. 
Older adults generalize less from specific data to abstract concepts; yet 
even this may merely reflect the type of education received in an earlier 
America. Creative thinking declines early in our  lives, as early as the 
thirties. Yet it does not disappear and throughout history creative work 
has been achieved by older adults, e.g., Michelangelo and Pope John 
XXIII. Picasso said, “A long life is necessary to become young.” 
Lethargy in older people may be caused by a dull physical environment 
and declining physical energy, Our  social and physical environment 
must be studied to seek supportive elements for drive-associated 
behavior. 
An extensive survey and demonstration project for supportive 
library services for older adults in Kentucky, conducted for the Office 
of Libraries and Learning Resources, studied in considerable detail the 
library’s physical setting as related to the physical capacity of the 
elderly.19 Some innovations in library design have not been useful to 
older persons. Open shelves are a boon to the browser but they are a 
problem in economy of energy for the elder. Vision is at a premium in 
library (and learning) use and deterioration of vision (the changing 
shape of  the eye permits less light) is a barrier to the elderly. Almost all 
(94 percent) of the older persons queried in the Kentucky project 
reported the use of reading glasses. Sixty-eight percent reported 
having had an eye check-up within two years (the maximum period for 
safety). Thus nearly a third of the respondents may be wearing glasses 
without adequate correction. Libraries are lighted for persons with 
“normal” vision. Older people require more light. We adapt our  
environment for children; we have not significantly altered it for 
elders. 
Bifocals provide an awkward problem for all. For those who wish to 
read shelves they are quite difficult. Reading book titles and catalog 
numbers either must be done with one’s nose almost on the spine of the 
book (difficult when they are on top or  bottom shelves), o r  one must 
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back u p  far enough to try to focus with the distance lens-a real 
difficulty given the width of stack aisles. Perhaps hearing is not as 
critical for library use, but it is critical for general learning. For those 
people aged 65-79, the rate of hearing impairment is forty times 
greater than for those 18-24 years of age. 
Selecting the proper card from the catalog to look for a book can be 
painful and fumbling. In  the 65-79 age group, 50.3 percent of the men 
and 44.0 percent of the women in the United States are afflicted with a 
mild form of osteoarthritis. Orthopedic defects can make retrieving a 
book awkward. When the elderly patron finds the proper stack location 
the chances are two out of three that it will not be at waist level. The  
patron must bend down head towards the floor or  perhaps ascend a 
stool-if one is handy. A lessened sense of balance and reduced tactile 
sense in the extremities contribute to fear of falling. 
Despite these degenerative aspects of aging, the Kentucky 
respondents reported general good health. Twenty-two percent are 
limited in some of their physical activities; 31 percent reported no 
limitations. Fifty-eight percent felt themselves to be in excellent or  
good health, 2 percent rated their health poor, and 38 percent thought 
it fair. 
Late in 1974 the Tulsa City-County Library was designated an 
information and referrpl center for older citizens in its three-county 
metropolitan area. The  designation illustrates the national mandate of 
the AOA to concern itself with the survival needs of its constituency 
and the public library’s response to purposefully strengthen the 
survival chances of its older patrons. 
Older citizens are communication isolates. Childers writes that aging 
Americans more than any other disadvantaged group, are isolated in 
their environment.*O He notes the isolating disabilities that remove the 
elderly from civic society: the loss of friends which reduces the 
first-hand information sources (invariably the primary source in any 
age group); the impaired mobility and sensory capability that reduce 
input, with the associated problem of the need to master new 
supporting systems; and the decline of income that increases the need 
for current information to retain their physical environment (a large 
percentage of them are homeowners). 
Most important to the elderly, the library can be a free, ready, 
reliable information source. The  elderly are: 
forced to rely more and  more on public programs for  life 
support-social security, Medicare, free transportation, etc. To  a 
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lone indiLidua1 though, these programs appear to be numerous, 
varied and sometimes contradictory. Finding his way through them 
in order to receive all of his just entitlements is a bewildering and 
endless process. There is a critical need for information senices that 
will dispense information on the Larious social agencies and their 
programs in an aggressike manner-not waiting till the client 
approaches, but trying to anticipate his needs and making contact 
with him first.*l 
Childers’ comments briefly describe a model for information and 
referral through public libraries. Interest in the inauguration or  
strengthening of such services is, as he notes, high in the library 
profession. To place that interest in interaction with the real world one 
must confront the Laried facts of information needs in our society. 
U R B A S  I N F O R M A T I O S  S E E D S  
A considerable amount of detail, structured within a metropolitan 
social framework, is available on urban information needs. The  most 
recently completed comprehensive examination of information needs 
describes the citizens of  Baltimore by a carefully selected sample of all 
socio-economic strata.22 Such a wide-ranging frame of inquiry is 
unique in library research for  a t tent ion has been devoted,  
understandably, to publics with the most critical needs. By focusing on 
the information needs of the disadvantaged we have limited our  ability 
to assist them (and other publics) within the general context of  
informational characteristics, Warner’s Baltimore study with its 
“wide-angle” perspective has given us a broader picture. 
The  study hypothesizes that the context of need is now unfavorable 
to users and particularly to the disadvantaged: 
1. 	Some social service agencies communicate ineptly with their clients 
or  set up  bureaucratic barriers. 
2. 	 Practitioners working in social services are often uninformed about 
their clients’ life styles and misunderstand needs. 
3. 	Some social service agencies inflate their records by deliberately 
serving the easy to reach. 
4. 	 Electronic media in the Cnited States contain little information that 
is useful in decision making. Typical findings show that high print 
media users are  the only respondents who possess accurate 
knowledge for decision making.23 
The  Baltimore study indicated a number of things about the saliency 
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of problems and the respondents’ perceptions of their obduracy as 
opposed to the effectiveness of information and intervention as 
correctives. The  agenda of problems is probably familiar to all of us. 
Three  of the problem areas-the schools, the neighbors and  the cost of 
food-are seen as unyielding to mere information. T h e  difficulties 
with the schools and  the neighbors were perceived as reducible 
through some form of personal intervention. The  respondents gave 
much less weight to information alone as a corrective to a complaint 
than they gave to “needs for help,” that Is, to the effect of personal 
intervention. Of the fifteen most cited complaints, only two were 
ident i f ied as likely to  be assisted th rough  “ informat ion” :  
“househunting” and “unemployed-looking for a job,” 
Information-seeking characterist ics of the  respondents  a r e  
important for those planning the design or redesign of information 
services. Table 4 depicts the Baltimore respondents’ choice of 
information sources and the degree of effectiveness they impute to the 
sources. Personal contacts are the basic information-seeking technique 
of the Baltimore respondents, as of almost all information seekers. 
Personal contacts are the source most frequently used, and with the 
highest success rate. In  addition, they are the most economical. 
Important to our  consideration are these factors: 
1. 	All of the print sources had a success rating exceeding their 
nonsuccess rate. None of the electronic sources had a success rate 
that exceeded their nonsuccess rate. 
2. 	Libraries barely intruded on the information-seeking horizon and 
their effectiveness was held to be minimal. 
The  minimum intervention of libraries in information-seeking has 
convinced many public librarians that they must search for viable 
delivery systems to  s u p p o r t  the i r  newly sought  vulnerable  
constituencies. 
If libraries are the least often cited, newspapers are  the most 
frequently cited media sources. Yet, their success rate is scarcely higher 
than their nonsuccess rate. It would be useful to know success ratios by 
economic status for differing media sources, but the investigators were 
unable to establish clearly such ratios. 
Most success was obtained by the educated, those with the highest 
incomes and those in professionaVmanageria1 positions.24 In other 
words, as sources of information in problem solving, the media and 
libraries are  now, at least in one city, counterproductive for the 
economically disadvantaged, the illiterate and the uneducated. 
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TABLE 4 

INFORMATION SOURCES AND FREQUENCY O F  LSE FOR FIFTEEN 

MOST IMPORTAKT PROBLEMS (1973) 
Total 
(N= 947) 
Frequency (h’= 247) Non-
(N = 700) 
Sources o i  use Successful Successful 
Personal Contacts 59% 74% 34% 
Media 
Teleiision 26 26 27 
Radio 14 12 14 
Newspapers 38 40 37 
Magazines 13 22 12 
Books 7 8 7 
Libraries 2 2 3 
Source: Warner, Edward S., et al. Information S p e d s  of L‘rban Residents, Final Report. 
Baltimore (Maryland) Regional Planning Council, U.S. Office of Education, 
Division of Library Programs, Dec. 1973, p .  171. (OEC-0-71-4535) 
Robert Yin and others have paid close attention to the phenomenon 
of decentralized urban services. Neighborhood information services 
conducted by public libraries have come under his A positive 
outcome of the decentralization of urban municipal services has been 
improved services and an increased flow of information. Related to this 
finding, Yin and Yates held that “given a choice between a federally 
initiated or  a locally initiated policy the results support locally based 
policies”26 because federal support was not a major condition of 
success, and the complexity of the neighborhood services setting calls 
for hand-tailoring of an innovation to its local environment. Despite 
these perceptions, we should not ignore the design of the major library 
information project, the Neighborhood Information Project, that is 
federally funded. That each city designed its own services does speak 
for the flexibility of the federal government in its approach to the 
specificity of local environment. 
However, in studying neighborhood information services, Yin does 
see a federal role. He and his associates propose that, while federal 
funds have in the past established and supported information and 
referral services (at least in a demonstration period), federal funds 
should be available on a more selective basis to cover “the costs of 
retraining o r  of purchasing new equipment where a library system has 
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already made a commitment to use its own staff and funds to operate 
an information and referral service.”” 
Basically, the public library with its branch system is seen as a positive 
component of decentralized services because of its information 
capacities: 
1. 	Libraries specialize in proFiding information. However, its 
information domain should be widened. At present it is 
book-bound. 
2. 	The library is accessible in a spatial and temporal sense. The  
library has longer hours of service than any other public 
service except for emergency service. 
3. 	The  library has an explicit charter to serve all residents. 
4.’ Although the branch has a specific neighborhood character, it 
has a wider resource base as part of a city-wide system.28 
In the urban information study of 1973, an urban public rated 
consumer concerns near the top in a ranking of perceived problems. 
Of the ten most frequently cited urban problems, six were consumer 
relatedaZ9Responding to those concerns, which have grown sharper 
since the study, a consumer education agency is now being established 
in the U.S. Office of Education under  Public Law 93-380 (the 
Education Amendments of 1974). Preliminary planning for grant and 
contract support from the Office of Consumer Education includes the 
consideration of the eligibility of these groups as applicants under the 
program: institutions of higher education, state and local education 
agencies, and other private and public organizations and institutions. 
Libraries are specifically included in this preliminary planning. 
Some activities envisaged in the planning stage include: support and 
encouragement for the development of new improved materials, 
curricula and teaching techniques in model education programs; the 
development and maintenance of programs in consumer education at 
the elementary,  secondary and  higher  educat ion levels; the 
dissemination of curricular materials and other consumer education 
programs throughout the nation; the provision of training programs 
for teachers, other educational personnel, public service personnel, 
community and labor, leaders and government employees at the 
federal, state and local levels; the provision for community consumer 
education programs; and the provision and distribution of materials in 
consumer education by the mass media. 
T h e  three  most difficult u rban  problems seem to be:  (1)  
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neighborhood,  ( 2 )  consumer ,  a n d  (3 )  housing and  household 
maintenance. All of these areas contain a consumer quotient. For 
instance, the item “housing and  household maintenance” in the 
Warner  report  includes: “Rental problems, utilities service and  
househunting.” The  consumer category is described in the study as: 
Need information about services 

Complaints about rip-offs 

Services unavailable, inconvenient 

Poor product quality.30 

Consumer complaints are most frequently voiced by persons in clerical 
o r  sales positions, uhile the cost of food is of greatest concern to the 
elderly. Indeed, the cost of food is perceived by all respondents as the 
most intractable problem. 
One finding of the M’arner report is that the poor suffer more. The  
less educated. loa.er-income respondents in the survey had more crisis 
needs, fewer actual contacts ivith appropriate sources, less ability to 
make contacts, less ability to obtain solutions, and less belief that 
solutions are obtainable. Those ivith more formal education are more 
likely to rely on print than broadcast media and more likely to make 
choices based on  cost ra ther  than convenience. T h e  print  user 
commands more exact and usable i n f ~ r m a t i o n . ~ ’  
O u r  studies are not complete enough to provide a safe grasp of the 
information needs of rural people; consequently, comprehensive data 
on  the consumer needs of geographically isolated persons a re  
unavailable. Their consumer needs have been described in a position 
paper  written for  the  National Commission o n  Libraries and  
Information Science. Ann Hayes and  Anne Shelby tell us that  
geographical remoteness is remoteness from the consumer advantages 
of urban areas. Economic self-sufficiency is a lost art: 
Rural people in many areas are caught between a latter-day pioneer 
philosophy which teaches self-sufficiency and independence, and 
the  present  reality of  a n  in t e rdependen t  society in which 
self-sufficiency is not possible. . . , Although assaulted through 
television commercials by the consumer standards of urban middle 
class . . . the rural consumer has little choice of what product he will 
buy, where he Fvill buy it, o r  how much it will cost. He is easy prey for 
the unscrupulous salesman (who is particularly effective in rural 
areas because of his “personalized delivery ~ys t em”) .~ ’  
There  is a need for information on the rights of the consumer, 
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consumer hot lines, the Better Business Bureau, how to avoid fraud, 
buying insurance, food, clothing, land and farm equipment. Mail 
service supporting an information system could strongly reduce 
chicanery and uncertainty in the provision of consumer services for 
geographically isolated people. Librarians interested in strengthening 
consumership should consider the expansion of coping materials for 
consumers through mail order delivery.33 
RFD (Rural Free Delivery) has been a friendly set of initials to 
country people since 1896. But only recently have state library 
agencies, rural library systems and others, assisted by new technologies, 
begun to design and implement mail delivery systems.34 T h e  
Appalachian Adult Education Center, in itsLibrary Seruice Guides Series, 
has produced a compact handbook of practice on MOD (mail order 
delivery) which aims to introduce librarians and others to the 
application of rural mail service. While the booklet is directed to 
serving disadvantaged adults, the processes and mechanics of the 
service are largely the same for all potential mailbox patrons. 
The  U.S. Posta1.Service is such a universal agency in our  lives that we 
may forget that, when we enlist the postman for the library, we are 
utilizing a federal program. In a future that foresees scant energy 
resources we should not simply regard MOD as an alternate delivery 
system; it is an energy source whose costs must surely be a concern of 
government. At this time the most comprehensive treatment of MOD is 
contained in the study recently completed by Mary Jane Reed of the 
Washington State Library.34 Reed believes that MOD attains its 
optimum capacity in the rural countryside where a high proportion of 
the population has difficulty reaching a library because of distance. But 
we should not lose sight of the ability to serve urban and other 
difficult-to-serve populations through the intervention of MOD. The  
use of mailing lists based on socio-economic characteristics can direct 
specific types of materials to neighborhood target groups. Accessibility 
of materials and knowledge remains a problem for certain groups of 
potential library patrons. Elderly persons, residents of nursing homes, 
the physically handicapped, and those in correctional facilities have all 
shown interest in libraries’ efforts to make programs more accessible. 
The  opportunity to use MOD for selected target groups has the 
potential of enabling both urban and rural libraries to offer specifically 
designed services to distinct publics, thus defining more precisely the 
rather unbounded target area to which the library feels committed. 
Up to this point, the legislation mentioned here has stressed the 
opportunities for the library to embrace a role of equity and  
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reformism, but much of it can be used for cultural and creative 
purposes as well. Certainly, mail order delivery has that possibility and 
should be so used. 
Participation in the programs of the National Endowment for the 
Humanities gives the library the opportunity to offer creativity and 
culture in its community. The  National Endowment emerged, in 1973, 
as the principal federal program in monetary terms assisting libraries 
through discretionary grants. In addition to its rather surprising debut 
as a substantial supporter of libraries was its parallel achievement in 
attracting none of  the critical attention more familiar library 
discretionary programs have incurred. These have often been charged 
with the weakness of being one-shot commitments that left the 
recipient with not much beyond a heritage of lost investments after the 
act and an activity that fitted into no area or  statewide plan. Evidently 
sustaining discretionary programs under the cachet of the humanities 
does not arouse the uneasiness that developmental programs can 
generate with their public policy goals. We should certainly.regard the 
advancement of culture as an important public policy objective. But 
such public planning terms as target groups, the disadvantaged, 
minorities, objectives, and process and product evaluation are more 
difficult to assimilate than the cultural and learning orientation that the 
endowment takes. 
The  1974 report of the National Endowment for the Humanities lists 
a total of$3,954,042 in grants to libraries in seven states. Twelve grants 
were made in these states and one grant was made to the ALA. The  
largest number of grants were received by academic and special 
research libraries, although public libraries were not ignored. A 
cursory analysis of the grants does not reveal any unifying pattern 
beyond the objective of sustaining the humanities through libraries. 
However, there is some evidence that the endowment is now thinking 
of experiments in integrated approaches to wide-area programs which 
will involve statewide or  regional library systems.36 
A description of federal programs accessible to libraries beyond this 
brief notice would be useful, but the list would be very extensive. The  
following programs must be mentioned (all administered by the 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare): Bilingual Education, 
which is now moving into the area of training; Indian Education, which 
has had some library activity and the potential and need for more; and 
the Fund for the Improvement of Post-Secondary Education, which 
stresses nontraditional and innovative approaches to the solution of 
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educational problems. About 10 percent of the applications directed to 
the fund are from libraries o r  for library purposes. 
Most of the programs described in this article require the submission 
of an application which includes some description of a problem and 
how the proposer will approach its solution. In the writer’s experience 
in reading proposals most of the applicants who are new to the process 
seem so close to the problem that they fail to adequately study it in 
terms of its literature or describe it with enough specificity for the 
reader to grasp it. Often related to this is the applicant’s determination 
to do  good by a strong commitment to solve the problem-a 
commitment often so strong that he fails to specify just how he will 
shape the solution. The  world is full of problems and unless some 
record is made of the manner of the solution, the project is mere local 
detail without the ability to offer help elsewhere. 
This article was written by Henry T. Drennan, Office of Libraries and Learning 
Resources, L.S. Office of Education, in his private capacity. No official support or 
endorsement by the U.S. Office of Education is intended or should be inferred. 
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The Role of ALA and Other Library Associations 
in the Promotion of Library Legislation 
E I L E E N  D .  C O O K E  
THISPAPER ATTEMPTS to illustrate how the American 
Library Association’s (ALA) federal legislative program has been 
implemented over the years, based on an officially adopted legislative 
policy and a flexible legislative strategy. It also attempts to highlight the 
organizational components essential to an effective legislative program 
for libraries, whether at the federal o r  state level. 
The  American Library Association’s policy on federal legislation is 
based on the objectives of promoting and improving library service and 
librarianship. Representing those who use libraries as well as those who 
operate them, ALA is a source of information on  libraries and 
information services for those concerned with formulating and 
implementing federal legislation. The  statement of federal legislative 
policy prepared and updated periodically by the ALA Legislation 
Committee and formally adopted by the ALA Council determines the 
priorities and relative emphasis of the work of the Washington office 
and the Legislation Committee and also serves as a guide for the 
association’s participation in various coalition activities.l 
Documents of this kind, which might well be compared to the book 
selection policy of a library, are  exceedingly important. Thei r  
p repara t ion  and  adopt ion enl ightens o u r  membership and  
strengthens our  resolve to persevere. Legislators are keenly interested 
in the ways organizations adopt their policy positions; they want to 
know whether the spokesmen they hear are expressing the views of a 
leadership group o r  of the entire membership. Legislators also want to 
be assured that the views presented to them are the position of the 
association and not simply those of the witness o r  lobbyist alone. 
For these reasons we recommend that allied organizations develop 
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and keep current statements of their positions on legislative issues. 
Furthermore, ive consider such policy positions when we appraise the 
possibility of ivorking in coalition lvith these organizations. Any major 
piece of legislation changes, sometimes drastically, as it moves along the 
tortuous path from proposal to enactment. Therefore,  it is prudent to 
have a written analysis of the  vieivs of one’s oIvn organization, as well as 
those of others, for comparison with the bill as it is being reshaped in 
the legislative process. Comparison with the initial analysis will indicate 
the extent to uhich the bill still meets the expressed position of the 
association, and thus Tvhether i t  still merits support and effort. Even 
congressional sponsors have been known to repudiate their own bills as 
they see them amended beyond their original intent; for example, on 
June 8, 1972, Rep. Edith Green, Chairman of the House Special 
Subcommittee on Education, voted against the conference report on 
the higher education legislation which she had originally authored.* 
Most federa l  legislation of benefi t  to l ibraries requi res  
corresponding state action before these benefits materialize in local 
library projects. Programs must be planned and administered at the 
state level, and federal appropriations must often be matched by state 
o r  local funds. Hence, state legislatures and state executive agencies 
become part of the process. Just as their federal counterparts require 
continual attention by ALA, elected and appointed officials at the state 
and local lei,els require continual attention by state library associations. 
Development of a national legislative network for libraries as proposed 
by the ALA Legislation Committee will help to ensure that many 
opportunities for progress which now are unrealized for lack of time 
and attention will not be neglected in the future. T h e  Washington 
office intends to render all possible assistance to encourage and to help 
develop an active and effective network. 
Patience as well as structure is needed if success is to result from the 
legislative efforts of library and media organizations. It is necessary to 
shift ou r  view from day-to-day matters and look at this work from an 
historical  perspect ive.  T i m e  is requi red  to  reach legislative 
goals-much time, sometimes too much time. Every legislature is beset 
with proposals for action. Events alter agendas; bills that should have 
clear sailing are  suddently becalmed, Persistence is rewarded,  
nevertheless. The  Library Services Act may be cited as an example. It 
was first discussed at a meeting in Washington in 1944, one and 
one-half years before the ALA office was ~ p e n e d . ~  A bill introduced in 
1946 did not come to a vote until 1948, when it was enacted by the 
Senate. Two years later, the legislation was defeated by three votes in 
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the House of Representatives. Finally, it was enacted by both houses 
and signed into law with an authorization of $7.5 million in 1956, a full 
decade after it had been introduced in Congress. Even then, months 
elapsed before the first appropriation, $2,050,000, was approved to 
begin implementation of that first, rural-oriented, public library 
program. 
Now, in the nearly thirty years since the Washington office opened, 
three basic federal grant programs for public, school and academic 
libraries have been written into law, and their aggregate 
appropriations have grown from that initial $2 million to $1.8 billion: 
the Library Services and Construction Act-$677,858,750, 
appropriated in fiscal years (FY) 1957-75; Title 11, Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act--$849,234,000, FY 1966-75; and Title 11, 
Parts A, B and C, Higher Education Act-$273,618,375, FY 1966-75. 
During those years we learned again and again the critical importance 
of working with our  natural allies-library and education 
organizations; authors, publishers and equipment dealers; civic 
leaders and government officials-to build a broad base of support for 
library programs. Librarians are not numerous in comparison with 
other groups seeking to influence Congress and other legislatures, so it 
is only logical that we enlist the support of able allies who share our 
convictions about the value of library and information services and the 
need to promote their improvement. 
However, our strength does not lie in numbers alone. Librarians are 
skilled at marshalling facts and in presenting them effectively, and 
these skills are essential in the legislative process. Moreover, although 
we are relatively few in number, we are to be found in every 
Congressional district, and we tend to feel quite strongly that the work 
we do and the legislative causes we advocate are of extreme and lasting 
significance in the lives of the people we serve. This is a combination of 
circumstances that receives the attention, if not the support, of most 
legislators. They do not have to be reminded that a seat in the U.S. 
Senate can be won or lost on the basis of as little as two votes, as in New 
Hampshire’s 1974 Senatorial election. 
ORGANIZATION 
Organization is indispensable to legislative advocacy. Legislators do 
not ignore individuals, but they pay more attention to organization^.^ 
The validity and credibility of a viewpoint is enhanced when it is 
espoused by an organization, especially if the organization’s members 
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are particularly qualified by training and experience to express the 
viewpoint and defend it in debate and discussion. For this reason, 
organizations are well advised to confine their advocacy to issues about 
which they may be presumed to have some special expertise o r  
concern. For example, ALA takes a position with respect to the 
depository library program of the Superintendent of Documents but 
not with respect to the general operation of the Government Printing 
Office; it maintains an interest in the National Library of Medicine but 
not in all of the specialized agencies of the National Institutes of 
Health. As individual citizens, we hold and may express opinions on a 
great variety of public issues. We join other organizations, however, to 
espouse these views, since library associations quite properly and 
reasonably limit their advocacy to matters within their professional 
purview. 
There are other strengths in organization. Formal associations are 
more o r  less permanent; they have a corporate memory, while 
individuals forget or  come and go. Legislators are well aware of this 
fact. They know that the irate citizen who writes an indignant letter 
today may well be exercised about something else tomorrow. 
Organizations, on the other hand, keep everlastingly at it. The  fact that 
the ALA is almost one hundred years old wins a certain measure of 
respect for its statements. Legislators know it will not disband once a 
certain bill becomes law. They recognize that it represents a permanent 
group in our  society, a viewpoint that will always be expressed and 
therefore must be reckoned with in every legislative session. 
Organizations provide communication channels between legislators 
and their members. The ALA WashingtonNewsletter goes to fewer than 
2,000 individuals and institutions, but it is excerpted or  republished in 
the newsletters and bulletins of many other associations and thus 
reaches a much wider audience. Often the flow of information is in the 
other direction, as when state library associations, library schools, state 
o r  local library agencies o r  individual libraries respond to 
questionnaires and other requests for information to be forwarded to 
the ALA Washington Office for compilation, analysis and presentation 
to Congress. Authoritative, current  and objective information 
collected in this way is invaluable and indisputable evidence that cannot 
be ignored or  denied by even the most determined opponent. It could 
not be obtained so quickly and comprehensively without the machinery 
and traditions of ALA. 
Obviously, organizations such as ALA and other library associations 
make possible the provision of specialized personnel to conduct their 
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legislative activities. The  resources of an organization permit the hiring 
of a law firm to take a case to the Supreme Court, as well as the 
maintenance of an office for legislative advocacy in Washington o r  in a 
state capital. The  library associations also expedite the identification 
and recruitment of the most appropriate witnesses to testify about a 
pending legislative measure at a committee hearing or  to discuss its 
merits privately with legislators. Naturally, such a witness o r  
purposeful visitor to Washington must be particularly knowledgeable 
about the business at hand. 
Organizations facilitate the careful matching or  dovetailing of the 
advocate’s expertise with the legislator’s need for information. 
COALITIONS 
Coalitions are a very useful legislative technique. They may be 
temporary and informal, as when the education organizations agreed, 
early in the Kennedy administration, that higher education legislation 
would be deferred in one legislative session until measures benefiting 
the schools had been considered by Congress. Or ,  coalitions can be as 
formal and lasting as the Committee for Full Funding of Education 
Programs, which has its own staff and in five years helped to secure 
$561.8 million more in appropriations for library programs than had 
been requested in the President’s annual budgets. The  Full Funding 
Committee, whose membership includes some seventy organizations, 
worked closely in its early years with another coalition formed to focus 
the supportive activities of the book publishing i n d u ~ t r y . ~  That  
coalition included the American Book Publishers Council, the 
American Textbook Publishers Institute (which later merged to 
become the Association of American Publishers), and the Book 
Manufacturers Institute Joint Committee on Federal Education and 
Library Programs. 
Coalitions not only concentrate effort and assure that like-minded 
organizations do not work at cross purposes, they also increase the 
strength-or clout, if you will-of each organization that joins the 
common effort. T o  a few members of the coalition, the issue it 
addresses will be of primary importance; to the other member 
organizations the issue is of lesser importance. T h e  combined 
membership of  the organizations in the coalition bulks more 
impressively to the legislators, and thus the smaller but more vitally 
concerned groups are able to amplify their impact and influence on the 
legislative process. Implicit in this strategy of coalition is the readiness 
of the coalition’s member organizations to lend strength and support to 
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the causes advocated by other members when these are on the 
legislative agenda and require special effort. 
To illustrate these principles, ALA works most closely and 
continuously with over one hundred other library organizations, e.g., 
the Association of Research Libraries and the Medical Library 
Association, as well as with the various state library and school media 
associations. Here there is an identity of interest. ALA also works with 
the other education organizations whose primary interests are in the 
statutes that authorize aid for libraries as part of the school systems, 
colleges, universities, and graduate schools. Here there is a community 
of interests. Librarians rejoice in the enactment of sound legislation for 
higher education, even though its library provisions are relatively 
minor and the greater part of the assistance it authorizes is for student 
aid, because the library is part of every college and university and 
whatever strengthens the whole institution ultimately benefits the 
library. 
ALA has common interests, too-e.g., postal rates and the Florence 
and Beirut Agreements (international agreements to facilitate the 
duty-free flow of printed matter and audiovisual materials and 
equipment for educational and cultural purposes)-with many of the 
trade and industry groups that represent publishers and suppliers. 
These groups have other legislative objectives which do not concern 
ALA, for the attainment of which they form coalitions with other 
business groups, and they may at times seek ends that ALA considers 
contrary to its own, as exemplified by the pending Williams & Wilkins 
case, the lawsuit of medical publishers Williams & Wilkins against the 
National Institutes of Health and the National Library of Medicine for 
alleged copyright infringement. Nevertheless, ALA finds it possible 
and rewarding to work together with them to persuade Congress to 
enact the legislation on which they can agree, given the necessarily 
differing policies and principles of the respective organizations. 
What must be understood is that legislation is not created in a 
vacuum. It is considered the art of the possible; the legislative process is 
based on compromise. That  is what democracy is all about. Neither side 
gets everything they propose, but with common sense and diligence 
some progress is usually made which benefits both sides. Some periods 
are more productive than others, such as 1965-69, when categorical, 
federal aid to education measures hit an all time high. 
TIMIPJG 
Timing is of the essence in the legislative process, and education 
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indeed seemed, for that brief period, to be an idea whose time had 
come. Current events often ha\e a significant role to play in the 
legislative process. There is no doubt but that the assassination of 
President Kennedy helped to expedite action on many of the “Great 
Society” programs. Kennedy’s omnibus education proposal of 1963 
subsequently blossomed, dur ing  President Johnson’s so-called 
honeymoon period, into the Higher Education Facilities Act, the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, the Higher Education Act 
and the Medical Library Assistance A-ct, all of Mhich authorized 
substantial library programs. 
Lnfortunately, the inauguration of President Nixon brought an 
immediate reversal. His administration proposed drastic cutbacks, 
called for education reform and urged a halt to “throwing dollars at 
problems.” However, foreseeing a period of uncertainty ahead after 
the November 1968 election, when it was knop$n that the majority of 
the 91st Congress would be of one party and the incoming President of 
another, ALA began deLeloping a new dimension to its legislative 
program. Unlike previous proposals, it was not aimed at obtaining 
federal grants-in-aid from the U.S. Office of Education, but was 
instead directed at long-range planning and  oversight by an  
independent government agency and at establishment of a national 
library policy. The impetus for this came from the report of the 
National Advisory Commission on Libraries (NACL) submitted to 
President Johnson on October 15, 1968,6 uhich called for the 
establishment of a National Commission on Libraries and Information 
Science as a continuing federal planning agency. 
T h e  fundamental recommendation of the National Advisory 
Commission, on which all their other recommendations were based, 
was: “that it be declared National Policy, enunciated by the President 
and enacted into law by the Congress, that the American people should 
be provided with library and informational s e n  ices adequate to their 
needs, and that the Federal Government, in collaboration with state 
and  local governments and private agencies, should exercise 
leadership in assuring the provision of such se r~ ices . ”~  
Following up  on the release of the NACL recommendations, ALA 
moved quickly to disseminate its report widely and to muster support 
for legislation to implement its initial recommendations. Bills were 
subsequently introduced in the House with thirty-one sponsors and in 
the Senate with twenty sponsors. The  legislation which was endorsed in 
hearings by a wide-ranging group of well over 100 library and  
education representatives and organizations* was passed by the Senate 
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on May 23, 1969, but took nearly another year, after being reported 
out of  committee, to be passed by the House (April 20, 1970). Then 
another three months elapsed before President Nixon on July 20 
signed into law the final version-Public Law 9 1-345- which called for 
an independent commission rather than one subject to the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW). 
In addition to establishing the permanent, independent National 
Commission on Libraries and Information Science, Congress set forth 
the following statement of policy in the new law: “The Congress hereby 
affirms that library and information services adequate to meet the 
needs of the people of the United States are essential to achieve 
national goals and to utilize most effectively the Nation’s educational 
resources and that the Federal Government will cooperate with State 
and local governments and public and private agencies in assuring 
optimum provision of such se r~ ices . ”~  
Still another year elapsed before the President named the members 
of the National Commission on Libraries and Information Science 
(NCLIS) and requested $200,000 in July 1971 to carry out their initial 
work. ALA filed a suppor t ing  s ta tement  with the Senate  
Appropriations Committee urging more adequate funding in view of 
the fact that the fiscal year wasjust beginning. But with all other library 
and education programs under continual fire by the administration, 
library allies were too busy defending their own flanks to rally 
additional support for the fledgling NCLIS. For the next two fiscal 
years, 1972 and 1973, the commission was kept on a short leash with a 
budget of $200,000, which allowed for a staff of five and for periodic 
meetings and limited field hearings by the members of the commission. 
I t  was obvious that  the  Nixon adminis t ra t ion in tended  to  
systematically terminate all categorical library and education programs 
through a series of proposals designed to decentralize government 
activities throughout ten HEW regional offices and to “return power to 
the people” through revenue sharing. The  President proposed to do 
this by establishing various revenue-sharing programs. General 
revenue sharing, or  the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act as it later 
came to be called, was the trial balloon and, unfortunately for the 
majority of libraries and many other governmental agencies, it has 
proved to be very elusive and full of hot air. The  first comprehensive 
review of general revenue sharing published by the Treasury 
Department revealed that public libraries, which are listed as one of 
eight priorities, had received only about $18 million, or  about one 
percent of the funds allocztrd. In  the period since the survey, it 
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appears that more libraries are now getting revenue sharing dollars, 
but this time they are supplanting the local tax money they used to get. 
So local governments are not paying out more to libraries, they are 
merely switching pockets. 
NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE NETWORK FOR LIBRARIES 
By mid-1972, the ALA Legislation Committee began to make plans 
to develop support within the association for a legislative workshop and 
a Congressional luncheon to be held during the 1973 midwinter 
meeting in Washington, D.C. The  aim was to take advantage of the 
meeting location in the nation’s capital by giving ALA members an 
opportunity to get acquainted with their Congressional delegations, 
and to discuss and develop some basic legislative techniques which 
ALA members could take home for future application at federal, state 
and local levels. 
Part of the impetus for the legislative workshop grew from the 
previous cooperative efforts of the Legislation Committee in 
connection with a study conducted under  the auspices nf the 
Department of Government and the School of Library Science at 
Florida State University. The  report on this research, State Library 
Policy: Its Legislative and Environmental Contexts, lo  documents that 
library development at the state level had been uneven, but that areas 
of achievement showed little or  no correlation with population wealth 
o r  other socio-economic factors in a state. The  Legislation Committee 
recognized that library programs generally have a favorable public 
service image among legislators at all levels, but it takes more than good 
will to win their necessary financial support. The  public at large must 
be made more aware of the library and information resources available 
to them, and they have to be informed on a continuing basis of the 
changing needs which must be met in order to preserve, expand, and 
provide equal access to these resources for all citizens. T o  accomplish 
this, a more aggressive library leadership must be developed through 
various ALA activities of a continuing educational nature. Compilation 
of information about federal library programs and backup statistical 
data is, of course, basic to any campaign designed to increase public 
awareness of libraries on a national scale. 
Having received ALA Executive Board approval and the budget 
backing of the Committee on Program Evaluation and Support 
(COPES), the Legislation Committee moved ahead with its plans for a 
legislative workshop. In an effort to develop a profile of legislative 
operations within each state, a three-page questionnaire was mailed in 
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the fall of 1972 to the president of  every state library association and 
school media association. Fifty-four completed questionnaires were 
returned, representing thirty-eight states and the District of Columbia. 
They came from thirty-six state library associations and eighteen 
school media associations. As expected, the replies showed a wide 
range in the stages of det,elopment of the associations and their 
legislative programs. 
M'orkshop participants, selected by the state associations, were sent 
copies of a draft prepared by the Legislation Committee of a proposal 
for a National Legislati1.e Netw,ork for Libraries, and at the workshop, 
held February 1,  1973, they discussed it and analyzed it throughout the 
day and evening. Rei,isions \<ere later made in the draft as a result of 
the comments and suggestions of panelists and participants, and the 
plan Icas issued by the committee in May 1973." T h e  plan has 
subsequently been \videly distributed throughout the states and used 
by many in connection Tvith follo\v-up rvorkshops held under the 
guidance of a legislative consultant provided by the ALA Legislation 
Committee, and subsidized by funds from a J .  Morris Jones-World 
Book Encyclopedia-ALA Goals Award. 
The  o\.erall goal of the National Legislative Netrvork for Libraries is 
to bring maximum constituent effort to bear upon Congress, the 
several state legislatures, national and state administrations, and 
appropriate regulatory agencies, in support of library programs and 
the ideals of the library profession, To carry out this goal effectively, 
the folloiving five objectives are specified in the plan: 
1. 	To inform as many individuals as possible of the functions and 
importance of libraries, and of federal and state library programs, 
in order  to enlist citizens, local and national officials and library 
employees alike in joint 1egislatiLe efforts. 
2. T o  establish and maintain a timely flow of information on current 
library legislative proposals to all interested o r  potentially 
interested persons. 
3. 	T o  assign specific responsibility for liaison with each member of the 
Congress and the state legislatures in order  to insure his receipt of 
appropriate information and to provide feedback on his position. 
4. 	 T o  maximize the effectiveness of the ALA Washington Office and 
its counterpar ts  in those states where they exist o r  may be 
established. 
3 .  	To avoid duplication of effort on the part of library organizations 
-national, state and local. 
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It was also during the 1973 ALA midwinter meeting in Washington, 
D.C., that the Nixon administration unleashed its block-buster budget 
for federal library programs. The  FY 1974 budget, sent to Congress 
January 29, proposed the termination of ESEA 11, LSCA and HEA I1 
by recommending no funds in the new fiscal year beginning July 1, 
1973. 
ALA members who came to that midwinter conference planning to 
talk about the legislative process got an unprecedented crash course in 
practical politics and an immediate opportunity to app!y their learning. 
Many rushed to Capitol Hill, armed with budget figures hot off the 
press to inform their lawmakers from “both sides of the aisle” about the 
latest plot perpetrated by the administration to wipe out categorical 
library aid. 
ALA members were the talk of the town and the envy of the 
Committee for Full Funding for weeks to come. “Those librarians” had 
stolen the march on everyone in the education community. Naturally, 
they were quick to proclaim that having up-to-date information 
available when needed is what libraries are all about and why it is 
essential that they be maintained by adequate funding. 
With its members, ALA was quick to point out that timing is of the 
essence in the legislative process and also that periodic meetings in 
Washington are useful when it comes to nurturing national legislation. 
But at any level, accurate and timely information about a proposal is 
essential if an individual or an organization is to take effective action. 
The  fact that the public is aware of actions being considered by officials 
insures a greater degree of responsiveness to public opinion. 
The  fast follow-up and continuing work of members throughout the 
spring months, coupled with the comprehensive public relations effort 
directed by ALA headquarters in Chicago-“Dimming the Lights on 
the Public’s Right to Know”-combined to greatly increase general 
public awareness, and eventually it yielded unprecedented mass media 
coverage about the plight of libraries and succeeded in convincing 
Congress to reject the zero budget proposal and appropriate $151.2 
million for the library programs threatened with extinction. 
WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE 
Mindful of the strong leadership role played for years in ALA by the 
American Library Trustee Association (ALTA), the Legislation 
Committee and the Washington office had been waiting for months for 
an opportunity to advance a long-time proposal of the trustees as well 
as to focus greater attention on the work of NCLIS. For more than 
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twelve years, ALTA had seen the need and potential value.of a White 
House Conference on libraries. But it was not until January 1972 that 
the proposal in the form of a resolution was seen as an idea whose time 
had come, and it was adopted by the ALA Council. During the fall of 
that year, in the midst of planning for the Washington midwinter 
meeting, Sen. Claiborne Pell, Chairman of the Senate Education 
Subcommit tee ,  demonst ra ted  a n  interest in t he  measure by 
announcing to his colleagues on October 13 that he was preparing a bill 
calling for a White House Conference on Library and Information 
Services. 
The  Senator said that the legislation would authorize the President 
to call a White House Conference on Library and Information Services 
in 1976, the centennial of the American Library Association as well as 
the bi-centennial of the L’nited States. He referred to the work of 
NCLIS, which was established by his first bill as chairman of the Senate 
Education Subcommittee, and stated his belief that the various studies 
and recommendations of NCLIS should receive the attention of the 
thousands of public-spirited citizens and professional librarians who 
are primarily responsible for the support and guidance of American 
libraries. He said: “I am confident that a White House Conference on 
Library and Information Services will promote greater appreciation 
and support for libraries. It will forcefully acquaint legislators, public 
officials, the news media, and the public with the abiding concerns of 
librarians, educators, library trustees, and the governing boards of 
school systems and institutions of higher education. A White House 
Conference can review the accomplishments, the unmet needs, and, 
above all, the magnificent potentialities of our libraries, and I am sure 
that, once they are made aware of the facts, the American people will 
see the wisdom of enlarging their support for their libraries.”12 
O n  January 26, 1973, Senator Pell introduced Senate Joint 
Resolution 40 (S.J. Res. 40), a billcalling for a White House Conference 
on Library and Information Services in 1976. He said that it might be 
asked why such a conference was needed when there were already laws 
providing for library services and construction as well as for the 
NCLIS, and added: “What is now needed is a public forum to bring 
together a body of  interested citizens to consider the recommendations 
of the Commission and the proposals of other organizations and 
institutions, public and private. A White House Conference would 
provide an efficient way of arriving at a truly national consensus 
regarding the further development of our  libraries and information 
services, and their coordination through greater cooperation and 
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interconnection, making use of the technological resources we now 
have.”13 
Since S.J. Res. 40 proposed that the White House Conference be 
administered by NCLIS and that it be chaired by NCLIS’s chairman, 
Frederick Burkhardt, it was necessary that Burkhardt be a star u ’iitness 
at hearings on the measure, So, when it was learned that he was out of 
the country during the spring months, Senator Pell postponed 
consideration of the resolution until July 24. At that time three 
organizations in addition to NCLIS presented testimony in support of 
the legislation-the ALA, the Association of Research Libraries, and 
the Independent Research Libraries Association. The  Librarian of 
Congress also submitted a statement for the record in support of the 
proposal. The  Nixon adminstration submitted one in opposition. 
Apparently expecting a negative attitude on the part of the 
administration, during the hearing Senator Pell said, “I do make a 
point that while I am willing to take whatever leadership I can in this 
matter, I cannot do  it alone. If the administration is actually negative on 
it, then it is going to take a very real persuasion job across the length 
and breadth of our  country to restore the priorities of libraries, to 
restore the budget for libraries. We in the Senate cannot do it alone, 
because it will take a lot more help than that . . .we will do our  best to 
report a bill out of the sbbcommittee and see where it goes from there. 
How far it goes depends in great part on the energies of those in this 
field.”14 As it turned out, the energies and enthusiasm in the field 
proved to be boundless. Equally important, however, was patience and 
persistence as the legislation fitfully advanced, sometimes as though on 
square wheels. 
O n  September 19, then House Minority Leader Gerald Ford 
introduced House Joint Resolution 734 (H.J. Res. 734), a bill identical 
to S.J. Res. 40. Previously, the same bill had been introduced by Rep. 
Ken Hechler (D-W.Va.) and on October 11, a similar bill, H.J. Res. 766, 
was introduced by Rep. John Brademas, Chairman of the Select 
Subcommittee on Education.15 On November 16, the Senate Labor 
and Public Welfare Committee reported out S.J. Res. 40 (Senate 
Report 93-521), and four days later the bill was brought up in the 
Senate and passed by a voice vote, without debate. O n  November 29, 
Chairman Brademas held a hearing in his select subcommittee with 
eight witnesses testifying in support of the legislation, representing 
NCLIS, ALA, the Association of American Publishers, the American 
Library Society, the Council of Chief State School Officers, the 
National Book Committee, the Library of Congress, and the National 
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Archives. Twenty other organizations submitted statements for the 
hearing record: American Association of University Professors, 
Coalition of Adult Education Organizations, Association of Research 
Libraries, Urban Library Trustees Council, New York City Board of 
Correction, Medical Library Association, National Association for 
Equal Opportunity in Higher Education, Theater Library Association, 
Association for Educational Communications and Technology, 
Authors League of America, International Federation of Library 
Associations, Special Libraries Association, American Council on 
Education, Joint Council on Educational Telecommunications, 
National Audiovisual Association, Michigan Library Association, 
Music Library Association, American Foundation for the Blind, 
American Society for Information Science, and International Reading 
Association. In addition, Rep, William Ford (D-Mich.) also submitted a 
supporting statement. The Nixon administration continued to oppose 
the proposal. 
After that relative rush of activity in the closing months of the first 
session of the 93d Congress, not much happened in the second session 
until mid-May 1974 when the House Education and Labor Committee 
voted to report out their version of Senate Joint Resolution 40, 
changing the date of the national conference from 1976 to 1977. The 
report was issued .day 22-House Report 93-1056. Then, on June 4, in 
an attempt to expedite action before the principals became involved in 
the marathon conference sessions resolving the differences in the 
omnibus ESEA extension bill, the measure was brought to the House 
“under suspension of the rules” which requires a two-third majority to 
pass a bill. The vote, 223 for and 147 against, was less than the 
necessary two-thirds, and the bill failed to pass.16 
So, action was stalled again until October 2 when House Education 
and Labor Committee Chairman Carl Perkins (D-Ky.) and Rep. 
Brademas took S.J. Resolution 40 to the Rules Committee for approval 
so it could be brought up again in routine fashion, with only a simple 
majority vote needed for passage. An open rule with one hour of 
debate was granted (H.Res. 1410, House Report 93-1417), and on 
December 12, the House amended the bill and passed it by a vote of 259 
to 81. The next day the Senate took up the bill again and changed the 
date of the conference to 1978, and on December 16 they reconsidered 
the measure again and passed it after adding three unrelated riders, 
merely using Resolution 40 as a convenient vehicle-a strategy 
frequently employed in the closing days of a Congress. 
On  December 17, House and Senate conferees reached a 
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compromise agreement on their differing versions of the bill and 
reported it out of conference (H.Rept. 93-1619). T h e  next day, the 
Senate filed an identical report (S.Rept. 93-1409), and on December 
19, both House and Senate finally approved the conference report, 
and  Resolution 40 as amended was cleared for the President’s 
signature. And on December 31, 1974, nearly two years after being 
introduced, the legislation authorizing a White House Conference on 
Library and Information Services was signed into law (PL 93-568) by 
one of the sponsors of the proposal, President Gerald Ford. 
Now that there is an authorization for a White House Conference, 
ALA and the other library associations have their work cut out for them 
in the months ahead; the battle is only half over. NOWthey must work 
for an appropriation to finance this major national assessment. 
ACTION XEEDED: TYHAT YOU CAN D O  NO\$’ 
In  the months ahead, much work remains to be done if the White 
House Conference and the preliminary conferences in the states are to 
successfully achieve the results intended by Congress. What can you 
do? The  first step is to inform youself thoroughly about the proposed 
conferences. You must understand what Congress intended when it 
enacted S.J. Res. 40. The  more you know about it, the more you can 
enlighten your friends and  colleagues, especially nonlibrarians. 
Remember these are conferences for library users, not for professional 
librarians, The  Additional References following this article suggest 
some readings on the White House Conference. 
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